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Chapter 4 - Cooperators, Consultation/Coordination,

and Preparers

The following tables identify the Cooperators on this project, tribes, agencies, and individuals
Consulted/Coordinated with, and the Forest Service Interdisciplinary (ID) Team members. This
chapter also provides the References used, a list of terms used, (in the Glossary), and an Index.

Cooperators
Table 1 - Project Cooperators

Title Group or Agency

Field Office Manager Bureau of Land Management

(BLM) Butte Office
Supe_rw_sory Natural Resource BLM Dillon Office
Specialist

Montana Fish, Wildlife &Parks
Region 3 Supervisor (MFWP), Mount Haggin
Wildlife Management Area

Agencies and Individuals Consulted/Coordinated With
Table 2 - Agencies and Individuals Consulted/Coordinated With

. Agency, Nation, Group, Area of Specialty for this
Title - .
or Individual Project
United States Fish & Threatened and Endangered

Wildlife Biologist | wigiife Service (USFWS) | Species, Wildlife

Threatened and Endangered

Fish Biologist USFWS Species, Fish
- . . MFWP, Region 3 Butte . -
Wildlife Biologists Field Office Terrestrial Wildlife

MFWP , Mount Haggin

Refuge Manager Wildlife Management Area

Refuge Management

Range Managers BLM Butte District Office | Range Management
Range Managers BLM Dillon Field Office Range Management
Tribal Historic Confederated Salish-

Preservation Officer | Kootenai Nation Tribal Relations

Tribal Hl_storlc . Black Foot Tribe Tribal Relations
Preservation Officer

Cultural Program

Shoshone-Bannock Tribe | Tribal Relations
Manager

Existing term grazing

permit holders Individual Livestock Management

Aquatic Program
Manager

BDNF Aquatics
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Title

Environmental

Agency, Nation, Group,
or Individual

Area of Specialty for this
Project

National Environmental Policy

Officer

Coordinator BDNF Act

Wildlife Program BDNE Wildlife

Manager

Planning, Budget,

and Resources Staff | BDNF Planning and Budget

Interdisciplinary Team Members
Table 3 - Interdisciplinary Team Members

. Area Of Specialty for
NS Vi this Project
Jan Bowey Appeals/Litigation ID Team Leader

Coordinator

Wise River/Wisdom

Nathan Gassmann

Jessica Dhaemers District Range Specialist Range and Weeds
Wise River/Wisdom

Daniel Downing District Aquatics Aquatics
Specialist

Pam Fletcher Planner Soils
Wise

River/Wisdom/Dillon
Districts Recreation

Wilderness, Inventoried
Roadless Areas,

o Recreation
Specialist
Wise River/Wisdom
Kevin Greenwood District Range Range and Weeds

Specialists

Laura Hudnell (retired)

Interdisciplinary (ID)
Team Leader

ID Team Leader

Geographic Information

Steven Kujala System (GIS) Specialist GIS
Rvan Powell South Zone Heritage/Cultural
y Archeologist Resources
. i . District
Russell Riebe V\I_|sd_o m/Wise River Ranger/Responsible
District Ranger S
Official
Jenna M. Roose S(.)Uth Zone Wildlife Wildlife Biologist
Biologist
Dave Ruppert Forest Soil Scientist Soil

Jessie Salix

Forest Botanist

Botany/Sensitive Plants

Keith Stockmann

Regional Economist

Social/Economics

Kevin D. Weinner

Forest Hydrologist

Hydrology
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Name

Douglas Wright

Title

Forest Landscape
Architect

Area Of Specialty for
this Project

Scenery

Distribution of the Final Environmental Impact Statement
This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) has been distributed to individuals who
commented during the scoping period, to the DEIS and those who specifically requested a copy
of the document. In addition copies have been sent to the following Federal agencies, federally
recognized tribes, state, and local governments, and organizations, These groups and individuals
represent a wide range of views regarding the updating of grazing management and infrastructure
on eleven domestic grazing allotments (Seymour, Fishtrap, Mudd Creek, Pintler Creek,
Mussigbrod, Ruby Creek, Dry Creek, Twin Lakes, Monument, Pioneer, and Saginaw) to comply
with the applicable 2009 Beaverhead-Deerlodge Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest

Plan) direction.

Table 4 - FEIS Distribution List

Name

Title

Field Office Manager

Agency, Tribal, Organization,
or Individual Affiliation

BLM Butte Office

Patricia Fosse

Supervisory Natural Resource
Specialists

BLM Dillon Office

Region 3 Supervisor,

Commenter

Pat Flowers MFWP
Commenter

Suzanne Bohan Region 8 Headquarters EPA

Julia A. DalSoglio EPARegion 8 Montana, EPA

Robert Ray

Director

Montana Department of
Environmental Quality

Nathan Small

Chairman Ft. Hall Business
Council

Shoshone-Bannock Tribes

Carolyn Boyer-Smith

Cultural Resources Coordinator

Shoshone-Bannock Tribes

Yvette Tuell

Environmental Program
Manager

Shoshone-Bannock Tribes

County Commissioner

Beaverhead County
Commissioner

County Planner

Beaverhead County Planning

County Commissioner

Anaconda-Deerlodge County
Commissioner

Weed Coordinator MFWP
Jim Olson Region 3 Fish Biologist MFWP
Vanna Boccadori Region 3 Wildlife Biologist MFWP

Michael T. Garrity

President,

Alliance for the Wild Rockies

Sara Johnson

President

Native Ecosystem Council

Vince Colucci

Individual
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Name

Title

Agency, Tribal, Organization,
or Individual Affiliation

Harry & Hans Humbert | Permittee Dell Bacon Ranch
Heidi Hirschy Permittee Dick Hirschy Cattle Co.
Chair Beaverhead County
Conservation District
i Dept. Natural Resource
Tim Egan .
Conservation
Kyle Tackett USDA Na?ural Res_ource
Conservation Service
Ingrid Drieling Rang_elqnd Management Salmon-Challis National Forest
Specialist
Andrew Gorder Staff Attorney Cottonwood Environmental Law

Center

Nancy Schultz

Gallatin Wilderness Assoc.

Division Administrator

Montana HAD-MT

Deputy Director

APHIS PPD/EAD

National Environmental
Coordinator

USDA Natural Resource
Conservation Service

Director, Planning and Review

Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation

Acquisitions & Serials Branch

National Agricultural Library

Northwestern Division

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Energy and Environmental
Readiness Division

Chief of Naval Operations (N45)

Director OEPC
i Northwest Power Planning
Director .
Council

Environmental Impact Branch
G-MEP

U.S. Coast Guard

Regional Director, Northwest
Mountain Region

Federal Aviation Administration

Director, NEPA Policy &

Kirkpatrick

Compliance, DOE DOE
Kim Kajin Permittee Individual
Kim Bacon Permittee Individual
David Buck Permittee Individual
John L. Lewis Permittee Individual
Clyde Thompson Permittee Individual
Philip & Sarah Ralston | Permittee Individual
Ernest K. Bacon, LP Permittee Individual
Barbara Gibbons Permittee Torrey MT Ranch Lands Assoc
Lee & Lurene . .

Permittee Individual
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Name

Title

Agency, Tribal, Organization,
or Individual Affiliation

Dean Stanchfield Permittee Stanchfield Cattle Co.
Don & Liz Jones Permittee Rafter Ranch, Inc.
Harold D. Peterson Permittee Peterson Bros. Cattle Co.
Permittee Johnson Brothers, Inc
Permittee Jackson Ranches
Larry Krizan - Individual
Permittee Jack Hirschy Livestock, Inc.
Permittee Husted Ranches, Inc.
Clayton Huntley Permittee Huntley & Son Inc. HCR
Robert A. James Permittee Horse Prairie Livestock L.P.
Dennis and Bruce Permittee HJB Ranch, LLC
Bacon
Permittee Foster Land & Cattle Co.
MD Peterson Permittee Forty Bar Ranch, Inc.
DJ Smith Permittee Individual
Jay Lyndes Permittee Arrow Ranches, LLC
Sharon & Ed Stede Permittee Big Hole Petroleum
Robert J. Wueste, LLC | Permittee Individual
Permittee Dick Hirschy Cattle Co.
-~ . Tribal Preservation Officer .
William Bigday Cultural & Burial Preservation Crow Tribe
Cedrick Black Eagle Chairman Crow Tribe

Tribal Preservation Office

Easter Shoshone Tribe

Darwin St. Clair Jr

Chairman- Business Council

Easter Shoshone Tribe

Willie A. Sharp

Chairman Blackfeet Tribal
Business Council

Blackfeet Tribe

John Murray

Tribal Historic Preservation
Officer Blackfeet Planning and
Development

Blackfeet Tribe

Josiah Pinkham

Tribal Archaeologist

Nez Perce Tribe

Silas C. Whitman

Chairman, Nez Perce Tribal
Executive Committee

Nez Perce Tribe

Keith “Pat” Baird

Tribal Historic Preservation
Officer

Nez Perce Tribe

Confederated Salish and

Ron Trahan Chairman Tribal Council e
Kootenai Tribes
Tribal Historic Preservation Confederated Salish and
Ira Matt . .
Officer Kootenai
Jen Downing Big Hole Watershed Committee

George Wuerthner

Wayne Ullman

Stephen R Brown

Garlingtion, Lohn & Robinson
PLLP
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Glossary
Aquatic Nuisance Species: non-indigenous plant or animal species that threaten the diversity or
abundance of native species, the ecological stability of infested waters, or commercial,
agricultural, aqua-cultural, or recreational activities dependent on such waters.

Allotment (Grazing or Range): An area of land designated for the use of a certain number and
kind of livestock for a prescribed period of time. It is the basic land unit used in the management
of livestock on National Forest System lands and associated lands administered by the Forest
Service.

Allotment Management Plan (AMP): A document applying to management of rangeland
ecosystems and livestock operations on public lands prescribing: (1) the manner in and extent to
which livestock operations will be conducted in order to meet ecosystems health, multiple use,
economic, and other objectives; (2) describing range improvements to be installed and
maintained; and (3) containing such other provisions relating to livestock grazing and other
objectives found by the Secretary of Agriculture to be consistent with the provisions of the
Federal Land Policy and Management Act. An AMP integrates resource objectives, standards,
guidelines, and management requirements for soil and water for watershed protection, wildlife
and fisheries, timber, and other resources on lands within a range allotment.

Allowable Use Level (AUL): A predetermined amount of current forage production that is to be
removed and/or soil disturbance that is acceptable under a given set of circumstances in order to
accelerate range improvement. Degree of use will vary depending upon range type, range
condition and trend, season of use, and physiological needs of various plant species. Allowable
use is also often defined as the degree of use estimated to be proper until proper use is known.

Areas of consistent snow compaction — An area of consistent snow compaction is an area of
land or water that during winter is generally covered with snow and gets enough human use that
individual tracks are indistinguishable. In such places, compacted snow is evident most of the
time, except immediately after (within 48 hours) snowfall. These can be areas or linear routes,
and are generally found in near snowmobile or cross-country ski routes, in adjacent openings,
parks and meadows, near ski huts or plowed roads, or in winter parking areas. Areas of
consistent snow compaction will be determined based on the area or miles used in 1998 to 2000.

Broad scale assessment — A broad scale assessment is a synthesis of current scientific
knowledge, including a description of uncertainties and assumptions, to provide an understanding
of past and present conditions and future trends, and a characterization of the ecological, social
and economic components of an area. (LCAS)

Candidate species — Candidate species are plants and animals for which the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service has sufficient information on their biological status and threats to propose them
as endangered or threatened under the Endangered Species Act, but for which development of a
proposed listing regulation is precluded by other higher priority listing activities (USDI Fish and
Wildlife Service 2011b).
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Canopy Cover: The percentage of ground covered by a vertical projection of the outermost
perimeter of the natural spread of foliage of plants. Small openings within the canopy are
included.

Carr — Deciduous woodland or shrub land occurring on permanently wet, organic soil. (LCAS)

Climax Vegetation or Community: A final or steady-state plant community which is self-
perpetuating and in dynamic equilibrium with its environment. It is the presumed end point in
succession.

Color: The property of reflecting light of a particular wavelength that enables the eye to
differentiate otherwise indistinguishable objects. A hue (red, green, blue, yellow, and so on), as
contrasted with a value (black, white, or gray).

Contrast: Diversity or distinction of adjacent parts. Effect of striking differences in form, line,
color, or texture of a landscape.

Course woody debris — Any piece(s) of dead woody material, e.g., dead boles, limbs, and large
root masses on the ground or in streams. (LCAS)

Cover Type: A taxonomic unit of vegetation classification referencing existing vegetation.
Cover type is a broad taxon based on existing plant species that dominate, usually within the
tallest layer. Examples include lodgepole pine, aspen, willow-sedge, sagebrush-grassland, etc.

Cultural Element: Attributes in a human-altered landscape; scenically positive cultural elements,
most of which have historical backgrounds or nostalgic connotations. Examples include split-rail
fences, stone walls, barns, orchards, hedgerows, and cabins.

Daylight thinning — Daylight thinning is a form of precommercial thinning that removes the
trees and brush inside a given radius around a tree.

Deferred Grazing: A delay in the season of in one or more pastures to permit desired growth or
regrowth of forage plants, or to produce ripe seeds prior to being grazed.

Denning habitat (Ilynx) — Denning habitat is the environment lynx use when giving birth and
rearing kittens until they are mobile. The most common component is large amounts of coarse
woody debris to provide escape and thermal cover for kittens. Denning habitat must be within
daily travel distance of winter snowshoe hare habitat — the typical maximum daily distance for
females is about three to six miles. Denning habitat includes mature and old growth24 forests
with plenty of coarse woody debris. It can also include young regenerating forests with piles of
coarse woody debris, or areas where down trees are jack-strawed.

Designated over-the-snow routes — Designated over-the-snow routes are routes managed under
permit or agreement or by the agency, where use is encouraged, either by on-the-ground marking
or by publication in brochures, recreation opportunity guides or maps (other than travel maps) or
in electronic media produced or approved by the agency. The routes identified in outfitter and
guide permits are designated by definition; groomed routes also are designated by definition. The
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determination of baseline snow compaction will be based on the miles of designated over-the-
snow routes authorized, promoted or encouraged in 1998 to 2000.

Designated route — A designated route is a road or trail that has been identified as open for
specified travel use.

Desired Condition Status: The relative degree to which kinds, proportions, and amounts of
vegetation in the present plant community resemble the desired plant community chosen for an
ecological site.

Developed recreation — Developed recreation requires facilities that result in concentrated use.
For example, skiing requires lifts, parking lots, buildings and roads; campgrounds require roads,
picnic tables and toilet facilities.

Deviation: Departure from existing landscape character or from landscape character goals.
Deviation from existing landscape character can be positive, negative, or have no effect.

Distance Zones: Landscape areas denoted by specified distances from the observer. Used as a
frame of reference in which to discuss landscape attributes or the scenic effect of human activities
in a landscape. See zones described below.
Immediate Foreground — The detailed feature landscape found within the first few
hundred feet of the observer, generally, from the observer to 300 feet away. This distance
zone is normally used in project level planning, not broad scale planning.
Foreground — Detailed landscape generally found from the observer to %2 mile away. See
also immediate foreground.
Middleground — The zone between the foreground and the background in a landscape.
The area located from %2 mile to 4 miles from the observer.
Background — The distant part of a landscape. The landscape area located from 4 miles
to infinity from the viewer.

Ecological Condition Status: The degree of similarity between the existing vegetation and
existing soil conditions compared to the potential natural community and the desired soil
condition on a site.

Endangered species — Any species in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion
of its range. This does not include a species of the Class Insecta determined by the Secretary to
be a pest whose protection under the provisions of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended, would present an overwhelming and overriding risk to humans (FSM 2670.5)

Expected: What constituents anticipate encountering in the national forests.
Expected Image: A mental picture that a person expects to see in a national forest.

Extended Rest: A decision not to authorize grazing in a specified area in order to implement
other management actions, such as restoration; timing of such actions is tied to specific resource
objectives, such as recovery after disturbance, natural or manmade. Management tool other than a
change in grazing system.
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Extent of Concern: The portion of a travel route for which a Scenic Concern Level has been
assigned. The extent of concern for sites is not listed, but can be described as the perimeter of
developed or heavily used areas. The extent of concern provides the general location for project
analysis viewpoints and visibility mapping.

Fire use — Fire use is the combination of wildland fire use and using prescribed fire to meet
resource objectives. (NIFC) Wildland fire use is the management of naturally ignited wildland
fires to accomplish resource management objectives in areas that have a fire management plan.
The use of the term wildland fire use replaces the term prescribed natural fire. (Wildland and
Prescribed Fire Management Policy, August 1998)

Forage: (n) Browse and herbage that is available and may provide food for grazing animals or be
harvested for feeding.

Forb: Any herbaceous plant other than those in the Poaceae (grass), Cyperaceae (sedge), and
Juncaceae (rush) families.

Forest highway — A forest highway is a forest road under the jurisdiction of, and maintained by,
a public authority and open to public travel (USC: Title 23, Section 101(a)), designated by an
agreement with the FS, state transportation agency and Federal Highway Administration.

Form: Structure, mass, or shape of a landscape or of an object. Landscape form is often defined
by edges or outlines of landforms, rockforms, vegetation patterns, or waterforms, or the enclosed
spaces created by these attributes.

Fuel treatment — A fuel treatment is a management action that reduces the threat of ignition and
fire intensity or rate of spread, or is used to restore fire-adapted ecosystems.

Goal — A goal is a broad description of what an agency is trying to achieve, found in a land
management plan. (LCAS)

Graminoid — A grass-like plant with narrow parallel veins in its leaves. Graminoids include
species from the true grass family Poaceae, as well as the sedge (Cyperaceae) and rush (Juncacea)
families.

Grass: A member of the family Poaceae (Gramineae).

Grassland: Lands on which the vegetation is dominated by grasses, grass-like plants, and/or
forbs. These areas are typically free of trees, shrubs, or other woody vegetation.

Grass-like Plant: A plant of the Cyperaceae (sedge) or Juncaceae (rush) families that
vegetatively resembles a true grass of the Gramineae family.

Grazing System or Strategy: A specialization of grazing management that defines
systematically recurring periods of grazing, deferment, or rest for one or more pastures or
management units. Common grazing systems include deferred grazing, deferred-rotation grazing,
and rest-rotation grazing.
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Ground Cover: The percentage of material, other than bare ground, covering the soil surface. It
may include vegetation (basal and canopy), litter, standing dead vegetation, gravel/rock, and a
visible biological crust such as lichen and mosses. Ground cover plus bare ground will total 100
percent.

Guideline — A guideline is a particular management action that should be used to meet an
objective found in a land management plan. The rationale for deviations may be documented, but
amending the plan is not required. (LCAS modified)

Habitat connectivity (lynx) — Habitat connectivity consists of an adequate amount of vegetation
cover arranged in a way that allows lynx to move around. Narrow forested mountain ridges or
shrub-steppe plateaus may serve as a link between more extensive areas of lynx habitat; wooded
riparian areas may provide travel cover across open valley floors. (LCAS)

Habitat Type: A land area that supports, or has the potential of supporting, the same climax
vegetation type. Each habitat type represents a relatively narrow segment of environmental
variation having a certain potential for vegetation development. Therefore, habitat type is a
vegetation-based ecological site classification that uses the plant community as an indicator of
integrated environmental factors as they affect species reproduction and plant community
development.

Head Month (HM): One month’s use and occupancy of range by one weaned or adult cow, bull,
steer, heifer, horse, burro, mule, or five sheep or goats.

HFRA (Healthy Forests Restoration Act) - Public Law 108-148, passed in December 2003.
The HFRA provides statutory processes for hazardous fuel reduction projects on certain types of
at-risk National Forest System and Bureau of Land Management lands. It also provides other
authorities and direction to help reduce hazardous fuel and restore healthy forest and rangeland
conditions on lands of all ownerships. (Modified from Forest Service HFRA web site.)

Highway — The word highway includes all roads that are part of the National Highway System.
(23 CFR 470.107(b))

Horizontal cover — Horizontal cover is the visual obscurity or cover provided by habitat
structures that extend to the ground or snow surface primarily provided by tree stems and tree
boughs, but also includes herbaceous vegetation, snow, and landscape topography. Horizontal
cover was measured by John Squires et al. (pers. com.) in Northwestern Montana according to the
following methodology:

“A canvas cover-board (2 m x 0.5 m) was erected 10 m from plot center in 4 directions (forward
track, back track, and at 2, 90° angles) was read to directly measure horizontal cover. The cover
board was divided into 4, 0.5 meter blocks and each block was further dividend into quarters. At
each reading, technicians estimated horizontal cover by 10% class at each of the 4 heights; these 4
estimates were then averaged for an overall estimate of that reading.” (According to Squires via
pers. com., cover measured during the summer period averaged approximately 65% while at den
sites it was measured at roughly 85%. During the winter period cover was measured at 45%
while at winter kill sites it was slightly greater than 50%.)
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INFISH- Inland native fish strategy. This strategy was developed to provide interim direction to
protect habitat and populations of native resident fish until longer-term conservation strategies
such as the Upper Columbia River Basin and federal recovery plans replaced it.

Invasive Plant: Invasive plants include noxious weeds and other nonnative plants that have been
introduced into an environment in which they did not evolve, and thus usually have no natural
enemies to limit their reproduction and spread; and produce a significant change in terms of plant
species composition, structure, or ecosystem function.

Isolated mountain range — Isolated mountain ranges are small mountains cut off from other
mountains and surrounded by flatlands. On the east side of the Rockies, they are used for
analysis instead of sub-basins. Examples are the Little Belts in Montana and the Bighorns in
Wyoming.

Key Species: Forage species whose use serves as an indicator to the degree of use of associated
species. In many cases, key species include indicator species, and species traditionally referenced
as decreasers, increasers, desirables, or intermediates.

Key Watershed: One or both of the following types of watershed designations
Fish Key Watersheds: Watersheds selected for focusing of federal funds and personnel for the
purpose of protecting, restoring, or maintaining viability of Threatened, Endangered and
Sensitive aquatic species.
Restoration Key Watersheds: Watersheds selected for focusing of federal funds and personnel
for the purpose of accelerating improvements in water quality and watershed conditions.

Landscape Character: Particular attributes, qualities, and traits of a landscape that give it an
image and make it identifiable or unique.

Landscape Visibility: Accessibility of the landscape to viewers, referring to one’s ability to see
and perceive landscapes.

LAU (Lynx Analysis Unit) — An LAU is an area of at least the size used by an individual lynx,
from about 25 to 50 square miles (LCAS). An LAU is a unit for which the effects of a project
would be analyzed; its boundaries should remain constant.

Linkage area — A linkage area provides connectivity between blocks of lynx habitat. Linkage
areas occur both within and between geographic areas, where basins, valleys or agricultural lands
separate blocks of lynx habitat, or where lynx habitat naturally narrows between blocks. (LCAS
updated definition approved by the Steering Committee 10/23/01)

Listed species — Any species of fish, wildlife, or plant officially designated as endangered or
threatened by the Secretary of the Interior or Commerce. Listed species are documented in 50
CFR 17.11 and 17.12 (FSM 2670.5).

Low-speed, low-traffic-volume road — Low speed is less than 20 miles per hour; low volume is
a seasonal average daily traffic load of less than 100 vehicles per day.
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Lynx habitat — Lynx habitat occurs in mesic coniferous forest that experience cold, snowy
winters and provide a prey base of snowshoe hare. In the northern Rockies, lynx habitat is
generally occurs between 3,500 and 8,000 feet of elevation, and primarily consists of lodgepole
pine, subalpine fir and Engelmann spruce. It may consist of cedar-hemlock in extreme northern
Idaho, northeastern Washington and northwestern Montana, or of Douglas fir on moist sites at
higher elevations in central Idaho. It may also consist of cool, moist Douglas fir, grand fir,
western larch and aspen when interspersed in subalpine forests. Dry forests do not provide lynx
habitat. (LCAS)

Lynx habitat in an unsuitable condition —Lynx habitat in an unsuitable condition consists of
lynx habitat in the stand initiation structural stage where the trees are generally less than ten to 30
years old and have not grown tall enough to protrude above the snow during winter. Stand
replacing fire or certain vegetation management projects can create unsuitable conditions.
Vegetation management projects that can result in unsuitable habitat include clearcuts and seed
tree harvest, and sometimes shelterwood cuts and commercial thinning depending on the resulting
stand composition and structure. (LCAS)

Maintain — In the context of this amendment, maintain means to provide enough lynx habitat to
conserve lynx. It does not mean to keep the status quo.

Maintenance level — Maintenance levels define the level of service provided by and maintenance
required for aroad. (FSH 7709.58, Sec 12.3) Maintenance level 4 is assigned to roads that
provide a moderate degree of user comfort and convenience at moderate travel speeds. Most
level 4 roads have double lanes and aggregate surfaced. Some may be single lane; some may be
paved or have dust abated. Maintenance level 5 is assigned to roads that provide a high degree of
user comfort and convenience. Normally, roads are double-lane and paved, but some may be
aggregate surfaced with the dust abated.

Mesic: Characterized by, or adapted to a moist habitat.

Mid-seral or later — Mid-seral is the successional stage in a plant community that’s the midpoint
as it moves from bare ground to climax. For riparian areas, it means willows or other shrubs have
become established. For shrub-steppe areas, it means shrubs associated with climax are present
and increasing in density.

Monitoring: The orderly collection, analysis, and interpretation of resource data to evaluate
progress toward meeting management objectives.

Multi-story mature or late successional forest — This stage is similar to the old multistory
structural stage (see below). However, trees are generally not as old and decaying trees may be
somewhat less abundant.

Natural Appearing Landscape Character: Landscape character resulting from human
activities, yet appears natural, such as historic conversion of native forests into farmlands,
pastures, and hedgerows that have reverted back to forests through reforestation activity or
natural regeneration.
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Noxious Weed: Noxious weeds as those plant species designated as noxious by the Secretary of
Agriculture or by the responsible State official. Noxious weeds generally possess one or more of
the following characteristics: aggressive and difficult to manage, poisonous, toxic, parasitic, a
carrier or host of serious insects or disease, and being native or new to or not common to the
United States or parts thereof.

Nurse tree — A nurse tree is one that provides protection from the elements and assists other
vegetation to establish.

Objective — An objective is a statement in a land management plan describing desired resource
conditions and intended to promote achieving programmatic goals. (LCAS)

Old growth — Old growth forests generally contain trees that are large for their species and site,
and are sometimes decadent with broken tops. Old growth often contains a variety of tree sizes,
large snags and logs, and a developed and often patchy understory.

Old multistory structural stage — Many age classes and vegetation layers mark the old forest,
multistoried stage. It usually contains large old trees. Decaying fallen trees may be present that
leave a discontinuous overstory canopy. On cold or moist sites without frequent fires or other
disturbance, multi-layer stands with large trees in the uppermost layer develop. (Oliver and
Larson, 1996)

Periodic rest- A decision that can be made on an annual basis if periodic rest is identified as a
tool in the allotment management plan; generally initiated after implementation or effectiveness
monitoring indicates that resource objectives are not being met under current management or
improvement in desired conditions are not occurring at a rate deemed acceptable by the
authorizing official for grazing management.

Permanent development — A permanent development is any development that results in a loss of
lynx habitat for at least 15 years. Ski trails, parking lots, new permanent roads, structures,
campgrounds and many special use developments would be considered permanent developments.

Photo Point: A permanently identified point from which photographs are taken at periodic
intervals.

Plant Community: An assemblage of plants living and interacting together in a specific
location. No particular ecological status is inferred. Plant communities may include exotic or
cultivated species.

Population - A collection of individuals of the same species who occupy a certain area and are
capable of interbreeding.

Precommercial thinning — Precommercial thinning is mechanically removing trees to reduce

stocking and concentrate growth on the remaining trees, and not resulting in immediate financial
return. (Dictionary of Forestry)
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Prescribed fire — A prescribed fire is any fire ignited as a management action to meet specific
objectives. A written, approved prescribed fire plan must exist, and NEPA requirements met,
before ignition. The term replaces management ignited prescribed fire. (NWCG)

Properly Functioning Condition (PFC): Ecosystems are in PFC when they function within their
historic range of variability.

Rangeland: All land producing, or capable of producing, native forage for grazing and browsing
animals, and lands that have been revegetated naturally or artificially to provide a forage cover
that is managed like native vegetation. It includes all grasslands, forblands, shrublands, and those
forested lands which can --- continually or periodically, naturally or through management ---
support an understory of herbaceous or shrubby vegetation that provides forage for grazing or
browsing animals.

Rangeland Analysis: Systematic acquisition and evaluation of rangeland resources data needed
for allotment management planning and overall land management.

Rangeland Condition: A generic term relating to present status of a unit of range in terms of
specific values or potentials. Specific values or potentials must be stated. Also defined as the
present state of vegetation of a range site in relation to the climax (natural potential) plant
community for that site. It is an expression of the relative degree to which the kinds, proportions,
and amounts of plants in a plant community resemble that of the climax plant community for the
site (also see Ecological Condition).

Rangeland Health: The degree to which the integrity of the soil, vegetation, water, and air, as
well as the ecological processes of the rangeland ecosystem are balanced and sustained.

Red squirrel habitat — Red squirrel habitat consists of coniferous forests of seed and cone-
producing age that usually contain snags and downed woody debris, generally associated with
mature or older forests.

Redd: an excavated “nest” of developing salmonid eggs and embryos placed in the substrate of
the stream.

Regeneration harvest — The cutting of trees and creating an entire new age class; an even-age
harvest. The major methods are clearcutting, seed tree, shelterwood, and group selective cuts
(Helms 1998).

Research — Research consists of studies conducted to increase scientific knowledge or
technology. For the purposes of Standards VEG S5 and VEG S6, research applies to studies
financed from the forest research budget (FSM 4040) and administrative studies financed from
the NF budget.

Rest-rotation Grazing: This livestock management strategy involves rotating use between

multiple range areas to allow recovery of range resources or to meet or move toward resource
objectives. This strategy provides at least one year of rest from livestock grazing and is
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frequently combined with deferred, early, and late season grazing techniques so pastures are
rested until seed ripe time, and rested for seedling establishment. *

Restore, restoration — To restore is to return or re-establish ecosystems or habitats to their
original structure and species composition. (Dictionary of Forestry)

Rhizome — an underground stem that sends out roots an shoots from its notes. Plants with
rhizomes often form mats of connected shoots, referred to as “rhizomatous mats” in this
document.

Riparian Area: The green zones bordering lakes, reservoirs, estuaries, potholes, springs and
seeps, peatlands, wet meadows, vernal pools, and ephemeral, intermittent, or perennial streams.
These zones are the interface or linkage between the upland (terrestrial) zone and the deep water
(aquatic) zone.

Riparian area — An area with distinctive soil and vegetation between a stream or other body of
water and the adjacent upland; includes wetlands and those portions of floodplains and valley
bottoms that support riparian vegetation. (LCAS)

Riparian Conservation Area (RCA): As established by the Inland Native Fish Strategy, RCAs
are portions of watersheds where riparian-dependent resources receive primary emphasis and
management activities are subject to specific standards and guidelines. Examples include
traditional riparian corridors, wetlands, intermittent streams, and other areas that help maintain
the integrity of aquatic ecosystems. The following categories describe RCAs unless developed
and documented through a watershed or site specific analysis.
Category 1 — Fish bearing streams: RCAs consist of the stream and the area on either side of
the steam extending from the edge of the active channel to the top of the inner gorge, or to the
outer edges of the 100 year floodplain, or to the outer edge of the riparian vegetation, or to the
a distance equal to the height of two site potential trees, or 300 feet slope distance (600 feet
including both sides of the stream channel), whichever is greatest.
Category 2 — Permanently flowing non-fish bearing streams: RCAs consist of the stream and
the area on either side of the steam extending from the edge of the active channel to the top of
the inner gorge, or to the outer edges of the 100 year floodplain, or to the outer edge of the
riparian vegetation, or to the a distance equal to the height of one site-potential trees, or 150
feet slope distance (300 feet including both sides of the stream channel), whichever is
greatest.
Category 3 - Ponds, lakes, reservoirs, and wetlands greater than 1 acre: RCAs consist of the
body of water or wetland and the area to the outer, edges of the riparian vegetation, or to the
extent of the seasonally saturated soil, or to the extent of moderately and highly unstable
areas, or to the a distance equal to the height of one site-potential trees, or 150 feet slope
distance from the edge of the maximum pool elevation of constructed ponds and reservoirs or
from the edge of the wetland, pond, or lake, whichever is greatest.
Category 4 - Seasonally flowing or intermittent streams, wetlands less than 1 acre, landslides,
and landslide-prone areas: This category includes features with high variability in size and
site-specific characteristics. At a minimum the RCAs must include:

L In this analysis area, an area is managed under rest rotation if it is rested from livestock grazing at least once in 5
years.
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a. The extent of landsides and landslide-prone areas,

b. The intermittent stream channel and the area to the top of the inner gorge,

c. The intermittent stream channel or wetland and the area to the outer edge of the
riparian vegetation,

d. For Fish Conservation Watersheds, the area from the edges of the stream channel,
wetland, landslide, or landslide-prone area to a distance equal to the height of one site-
potential tree, or 100 feet slope distance, whichever is greatest.

e. For watersheds not identified as Fish Key Watersheds, the area from the edges of the
stream channel, wetland, landslide, landslide-prone area to a distance equal to the
height of one-half site potential tree, or 50 feet slope distance, whichever is greatest.

Riparian Management Objective (RMO): Fish habitat objectives established for habitat
attributes such as pool frequency, large woody debris, bank stability, bank angle, entrenchment
ratio, fine sediment levels, water temperature, and width-to-depth ratio to achieve properly
functioning condition in streams.

Salvage harvest — Salvage harvest is a commercial timber sale of dead, damaged or dying trees.
It recovers economic value that would otherwise be lost. Collecting firewood for personal use is
not considered salvage harvest.

Scenery: General appearance of a place, general appearance of a landscape, or features of a
landscape.

Scenery Management: The art and science of arranging, planning, and designing landscape
attributes relative to the appearance of places and expanses in outdoor settings.

Scenic Attractiveness: The scenic importance of a landscape based on human perceptions of the
intrinsic beauty of landform, rock form, water form, and vegetation pattern. Reflects varying
visual perception attributes of variety, unity, vividness, intactness, coherence, mystery,
uniqueness, harmony, balance, and pattern. Attractiveness is classified as: A) Distinctive, B)
Typical or Common, C) Undistinguished.

Scenic Concern Level —Public value and importance of views. See Agricultural Handbook No.
701, Chapter 4 to further define concern levels and their use to map landscape visibility and
establish Scenic Integrity Objectives. Concern Level 1: A travel route or site where use is high,
and/or concern for the scenery is high. Concern Level 2: A travel route or site where use is low
or moderate, and/or concern for the scenery is moderate.

Scenic Integrity: State of naturalness or, conversely, the state of disturbance created by human
activities or alteration. Integrity is stated in degree of deviation from the existing landscape
character in a national forest as follows.

Very High — Generally provides for ecological change only.

High — Human activities are not visually evident. Activities may only repeat attributes of

form, line, color, and texture found in the existing attributes, qualities or traits of a landscape
that give it an image and make it identifiable or unique.
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Moderate - Human activities must remain visually subordinate to the attributes of the existing
landscape character. They may repeat form, line, color or texture common to these characters
but changes in quality size, number intensity etc. must remain visually subordinate to the
attributes, qualities or traits of a landscape that give it an image and make it identifiable or
unique.

Low — Human activities of vegetative and landform alterations may dominate the original,
natural landscape character but should appear as natural occurrences when viewed at
background distances.

Scenic Quality: The essential attributes of landscape that when viewed by people, elicit
psychological and physiological benefits to individuals and therefore, to society in general.

Scenic Resource: Attributes, characteristics, and features of landscapes that provide varying
responses from and degrees of benefits to humans.

Security habitat (lynx) — Security habitat amounts to places in lynx habitat that provide secure
winter bedding sites for lynx in highly disturbed landscapes like ski areas. Security habitat gives
lynx the ability to retreat from human disturbance. Forest structures that make human access
difficult generally discourage human activity in security habitats. Security habitats are most
effective if big enough to provide visual and acoustic insulation and to let lynx easily move away
from any intrusion. They must be close to winter snowshoe hare habitat. (LCAS)

Sensitive plants — A species, other than federally recognized threatened, endangered, proposed,
or candidate species, that is known to occur on the Forest and for which the regional forester has
determined that the best available scientific information indicates substantial concern about the
species’ capability to persist over the long-term on the Forest.

Seral Stage: A classification used to depict a relative stage of plant community succession along
a successional pathway, toward or away from a potential natural community. Examples include
low seral, mid seral, and high seral.

Shrub: A plant with persistent, woody stems, relatively low growth habit, and generally several
basal shoots instead of a single bole.

Shrubland: Land on which the vegetation is dominated by low-growing woody plants.

Shrub steppe habitat — Shrub steppe habitat consists of dry sites with shrubs and grasslands
intermingled.

Species Composition: Proportions of various plant species in relation to the total on a given
area. Proportions may be expressed in percentages based on canopy cover, frequency, weight,
etc.

Standard - A standard is a required action in a land management plan specifying how to achieve
an objective or under what circumstances to refrain from taking action. A plan must be amended
to deviate from a standard.
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Stand initiation structural stage — The stand initiation stage generally develops after a stand-
replacing disturbance by fire or regeneration timber harvest. A new single-story layer of shrubs,
tree seedlings and saplings establish and develop, reoccupying the site. Trees that need full sun
are likely to dominate these even-aged stands. (Oliver and Larson, 1996)

Stem exclusion structural stage — In the stem exclusion stage, trees initially grow fast and
quickly occupy all of the growing space, creating a closed canopy. Because the trees are tall,
little light reaches the forest floor so understory plants (including smaller trees) are shaded and
grow more slowly. Species that need full sunlight usually die; shrubs and herbs may become
dormant. New trees are precluded by a lack of sunlight or moisture. (Oliver and Larson, 1996)
Succession: The process of vegetative and ecological development whereby an area becomes
successively occupied by different plant communities.

Threatened species — Any species that is likely to become an endangered species within the
foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range and that the appropriate
Secretary has designated as a threatened species. (Some states also have declared certain species
as threatened through their regulations or statutes) (FSM 2670.5).

Timber management — Timber management consists of growing, tending, commercially
harvesting and regenerating crops of trees.

Transect: A linear plot, usually represented by a line, along which are often placed regularly
spaced quadrats (plot frames), loops, or other devices.

Trend: The direction of change in an attribute (e.g., species composition, ground cover, etc.) as
observed over time. Trend is described as “toward” or “away” from the desired plant community,
or as “static”.

Understory re-initiation structural stage — In the understory re-initiation stage, a new age class
of trees gets established after overstory trees begin to die, are removed or no longer fully occupy
their growing space after tall trees abrade each other in the wind. Understory seedlings then re-
grow and the trees begin to stratify into vertical layers. A low to moderately dense uneven-aged
overstory develops, with some small shade-tolerant trees in the understory. (Oliver and Larson,
1996)

Utilization: The available forage by weight consumed or trampled through livestock grazing,
usually expressed as a percent.

Vegetation management projects — Vegetation management projects change the composition
and structure of vegetation to meet specific objectives, using such means as prescribed fire and
timber harvest. For the purposes of this amendment, the term does not include removing
vegetation for permanent developments like mineral operations, ski runs, roads and the like, and
does not apply to fire suppression or to wildland fire use.

Vegetation Type: A kind of existing plant community with distinguishable characteristics
described in terms of present vegetation that dominates the aspect or physiognomy of the area.
Examples include conifer, aspen, xeric shrubland, grassland, etc.
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Viable population - A population that has the estimated numbers and distribution of reproductive
individuals to ensure the continued existence of the species within the planning area.

Viewshed: Total visible area from a single observer position, or the total visible area from
multiple observer positions. Viewshed’s are accumulated seen-areas from highways, trails,
campgrounds, towns, cities, or other viewer locations. Examples are corridor, feature, or basin
viewshed’s.

Vigor: The relative robustness of a plant in comparison to other individuals of the same species.
It is reflected primarily by the size of a plant and its parts in relation to its age and the
environment in which it is growing.

VMap - VMap is a vegetation mapping program consisting of a geospatial database of existing
vegetation (Brown and Barber 2011).

Wildland urban interface (WUI) - The area adjacent to an at-risk community that is identified
in the community wildfire protection plan. If there is no community wildfire protection plan in
place, the WUI is the area 0.5 mile from the boundary of an at-risk community or within 1.5 miles
of the boundary of an at-risk community. The WUI could also include areas if the terrain is steep,
or there is a nearby road or ridge top that could be incorporated into a fuel break, or the land is in
condition class 3, or the area contains an emergency exit route needed for safe evacuations.
(Condensed from HFRA. For full text see HFRA § 101.)

Winter snowshoe hare habitat — Winter snowshoe hare habitat consists of places where young
trees or shrubs grow dense — thousands of woody stems per acre — and tall enough to protrude
above the snow during winter, so hares can browse on the bark and small twigs (Ruediger et al.
2000). Winter snowshoe hare habitat develops primarily in the stand initiation, understory
reinitiation and old forest multistoried structural stage.

Xeric: Characterized by, or adapted to a dry habitat.
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Chapter 5 — Appendices

Changes between Draft and Final

Minor grammatical, punctuation, format and other changes not influencing document content are

not listed here:

e Numerous DEIS appendices were provided to reviewers in separate envelopes not bound

with the DEIS. In the FEIS appendices formatted to print on normal size paper are
included within the text of the FEIS or as follows. Exceptions for oversize documents

(maps) are noted below.

Appendix A Project Maps

Appendix Al- Alternative Maps

Appendix A2- Recreation Maps

Appendix A3- Range/Invasive Plants Maps
Appendix A4- Soil Maps

Appendix A5- Hydrology Maps

Appendix A6- Aquatic Maps

Appendix A7- Wildlife Maps

Appendix A8- Past Activity Maps
Appendix A9- Scenery Maps

Appendix B Project Tables

Appendix B1- Project Area Tables
Appendix B2- Recreation Tables

Appendix B3- Range/Invasive Plants Tables
Appendix B4- Sensitive Plants Tables
Appendix B5- Soil Tables

Appendix B6- Hydrology Tables

Appendix B7- Aquatic Tables

Appendix B8- Wildlife Table
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Appendix C —Scoping Comments
Table C- 1 cross references comment letter numbers with the specific individual, group or
organization making the comment.

Table C- 1 — Scoping Comment Cross References

Table 5:Comment Cross Reference Table
Comment Letter

# Individual, Organization, or Agency

1 Vince Colucci

2 Jean Public

3 Sara Johnson — Native Ecosystems Council (NEC) and

Michael Garrity — Alliance for the Wild Rockies (AWR)
Julie A. DalSoglio - Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
Hans Humbert

Heidi Heirchy

Jim Olsen - MFWP

Nancy Schultz

Pat Flowers — MFWP

O O|NO| 01~
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Table C- 2 summarizes public comments received during scoping and describes how each comment was addressed during the analysis
process, as disclosed in the DEIS. The full content of letters and emails are available in the public involvement section of the project file.
Please refer to the table above to cross-reference the letter number with the person making the comment.

Table C- 2- Scoping Comments

Letter Type of Response to Comment/
Comment/Concern
# Comment How Comment was Addressed
I have no significant issue with the current scope
1 . Statement, no - . .
outlined cause-effect 'Thank you for your support for the domestic livestock grazing project.
I do believe that the lands described (not wilderness) Our stewardship of the lands within the eleven allotments will be based on Forest Plan
require better forest stewardship and less motor . Standards for livestock grazing. The Range section in Chapter 3 of the DEIS, discusses the
1 - S . .. |Scope of Project - AP ; i
vehicle access. Retrieving the grazing cattle shouldn't permit process the permittee's go through to use motorized access to the grazing allotments
be an exclusion to this for maintenance and repairs.
Wolves were delisted in May 2011. Delisting allows Montana to manage wolves in a manner
1 'The wolf management plan in this area needs some Scope of Pro'ectSim“ar to how bears, mountain lions and other wildlife species are managed, guided by state
teeth, if you will pardon the pun. P ! management plans and laws. The Forest Service does not manage wolves and changes to the
Montana Wolf Management Plan would be conducted by Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks.
1 The ungulate wildlife has been devastated by the Cif;g_n;?fgtétno Impacts to elk from this project will be analyzed in detail, including impacts from other past,
wolves. Analysis ' |present, and future actions with detailed population information.
. Statement, no  [In Chapter 2 of the DEIS, the No Action alternative outlines no livestock on the allotments.
2 all these cattle should be thrown off national lands. - . . ;
cause-effect Chapter 3 discusses the effects of this alternative on the various resources.
. . . The National Forest Multiple Use - Sustained Yield Act of 1960 (Public Law 86-517),
the rmp is a sick tawdry allocation of land owned by . . L
Lo . Statement, no  authorizes national Forests to develop and administer the lands for renewable resources,
2 every citizen int he usa to the cattle profiteers, who . . .
. cause-effect including Range. The Range Allotment Management Plan (RMP) is the tool the Forest uses
abuse those animals . :
to implement this use.
this plan sucks to high heaven. it does nothing for the
5 national citizens who own this land. national citizens Statement, no The permittee’s are part of the nation’s citizenr
are being ripped off by the cattle ranchers who pay  cause-effect P P y
cheap cheap cheap lease rates.
these cattle ranchers could never find any private land
owner willing to rent for the cheap cheap cheap rates
2 they pay the national owners of that land. the fs doesnt Statement, no  The Forest Service is the care taker of the lands within the National Forest boundary and this
own that land. the national citizenry does and the usda cause-effect project follows direction outlined in law, regulation, and policy.
has been allowing this rip off to occur for years now.
its time for a change.
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Letter Type of Response to Comment/
Comment/Concern
# Comment How Comment was Addressed
5 the authorized number of heads of cattle should be Alternative In Chapter 2 of the DEIS, the No Action alternative outlines no livestock on the allotments.
reduced to zero. send the cattle to priate land owners. Chapter 3 discusses the effects of this alternative on the various resources.
usda has gotten away with this murder of natural
5 animals and birds for years. its time tos top their Statement, no  [This project does not authorize the killing of any natural animals or birds. In Montana, Fish,
marauding. usda doesnt own this land. national cause-effect Wildlife, and Parks regulate hunting.
citizens do. we say stop the murder.
. : . Statement, no . . . . .
2 this comment is for thepublic record. cause-effect Your comments will be part of the disclosure documentation for this project.
american citizens have no obligation to let them pay Statement, no
2 peanuts for using our land and destroying all the cause- Impacts to native wildlife will be analyzed in Chapter 3, in the Wildlife Section.
natural animals and birds that need to live on that land.effect/Analysis
Also please define how the grazing impacts on
westslope cutthroat trout on 8 of the allotments will be As identified in Ch. 3 under methodology in the Aquatics section, we disclose how viability
3 assessed as per viability of this sensitive species, and Analvsis of Westslope Cutthroat Trout (WCT) will be assessed. A summary of the monitoring
provide the monitoring data that is being used for this y findings are disclosed in the Aquatics section of Chapter 3. The detailed field information
assessment and management of riparian grazing can be found in Appendix B6.
impacts.
Please define the short and long term grazing impacts . Grazing impacts to all watersheds within the project area, including Seymour and
3 on key watersheds in the Seymour and Mussigbrod  |Analysis . - -
allotments. Mussigbrod allotments, can be found in the Hydrology Section of Chapter 3.
There is no MIS in the Forest Plan for small mammals,
even thou_gh many C.)f these_ are.mtollerant of grazing, or This project uses the identified Forest Plan MIS. The courts have upheld the Forest Plan
for songbirds associated with riparian areas, especially . . . S .
. . . including the MIS. Based on the Design Features/Mitigation Measures 5,6,8,9 in Chapter 2,
3 dense shrubbery. Please provide an MIS via a Forest |Analysis . . . - ; 7
. . the project will provide protection for small mammals and song birds. Monitoring for each
Plan amendment for these species, and define what ; I, L
R . . L allotment can be found in Chapter 2, as part of the allotment specific allotment description.
monitoring will be in place to address grazing impacts
over time.
We have very high concerns about the cmnulative
impacts of livestock grazing on aspen habitats. It
appears that this impact is slowly eliminating aspen In Chapter 3 in the Range Section, under existing condition it discloses the vegetation
3 due to a failure of regeneration. Please provide a Action/Analysis composition for each allotment and its existing condition. Aspen regeneration is not a part of

complete inventory of all aspen stands on these
allotments, define their level of successful
regeneration, and how the agency intends to address

this serious problem.

the Purpose and Need. The Big Hole Landscape Assessment does identify Aspen as a
species worthy of management focus, but is not part of this NEPA project.
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in regards to lower elevation ecotone and sagebmsh
habitats.

Letter Type of Response to Comment/
Comment/Concern

# Comment How Comment was Addressed

\We are concerned about the cumulative impacts of
3 sagebrush burning that has_occurred on these . Action This information is summarized in Chapter 3 in the Range Section.

allotments. Please summarize all the past burning that

has occurred in the last 30 years.
3 Plee_lse assess the grazing impacts on sagebmsh Analysis This information is summarized in Chapter 3 in the Range Section.

habitats on these allotments.

Please clearly define any and aII_ plans to treat . /At this time, there are no actions planned to specifically increase the forage in any of the
3 ecotones on these allotments to increase forage for  |Analysis .

livestock. allotments, regardless of which ecotone(s) may cover the allotment.

We also have significant concerns about noxious

weeds:. Please address how grazing affects wee.ds, hO.W . See the Invasive Plants Analysis section in Chapter 3, for grazing effects on weeds and

3effective past management has been in addressing this |/Analysis - i
. . - management effectiveness. See Chapter 2 for alternatives.

problem, and how changes in the grazing program will

be made to address this issue.

Please use the current best science to addres_s th_e . . _|Current best science to address the ecological need for un-grazed reserves for wildlife will be
3 ecological need for ungrazed reserves for wildlife that |Action/Analysis . - S :

. . analyzed in Chapter 3 in the Wildlife Section.

are intolerant of grazing.

Please provide a sufficient analysis of the grazing

impacts of cowbird parasitism on songbirds, and how . IAnalysis of the grazing impacts of cowbird parasitism on songbirds will be analyzed in
3 : X : Analysis . - ;

any changes in past grazing programs will be Chapter 3 in the Wildlife Section.

implemented to address this serious problem.

Please do a complete analysis of existing sagebmsh

areas, and define the value of these ecosystems to Analysis of sagebrush, value of these ecosystems to wildlife, including sage grouse and
3 wildlife, including sage grouse and the pygmy rabbit, |Analysis pygmy rabbit, Montana Species of Concern, and USFWS Birds of Conservation Concern

as well as Montana Species of Concern and USFWS can be found in Chapter 3, in the Wildlife Section.

Birds of Conservation Concern.

'The scoping notice claims there are no threatened or

endangered species in this area, which is incorrect.
3 Both grizzly bears and lynx occur. The agency needs Action Grizzly bears and lynx will be analyzed in Chapter 3 in the Wildlife Section. The appropriate

to do formal consultation on these species, as well as consultation process will be followed.

update the lack of fonnal consultation in the Forest

Plan for lynx.

Please define the management strategy for dispersal
3 habitat and alternate prey species habitat for the lynx Action/Analysis Impacts to lynx, including all habitat types and prey will be analyzed in accordance to the

direction in the Northern Rockies Lynx Management Direction Record of Decision.
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Letter
#

Comment/Concern

Water Quality Standards (WQS) are the primary
regulatory mechanism used to achieve Clean Water
Act goals. WQS establish designated uses for water
bodies (or water body segments), support the uses with
narrative and numerical water quality criteria, and
protect high water quality with an Antidegradation or
Nondegradation Policy. Proposed projects should be
planned and designed to protect water quality to
maintain and/or attain compliance with WQS.

Type of
Comment

Action/Analysis

Response to Comment/
How Comment was Addressed

This project was designed with the knowledge of existing streams within the project area that
are on Montana's 303d list of quality impaired waters. The proposed project is designed with
mitigation features, including fencing and adjusted seasons of use to help minimize further
impacts to streams. Please see Chapter 2, the Proposed Action and Alternative 4 descriptions
for more detailed information of fencing locations and seasons of use.

Wetlands should be included within designations of
Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas (RHCAS). We
note that temperature effects from riparian
canopy/shade removal can persist downstream for
significant distance in some small stream systems
(e.g., up to IOkm). It is important that proposed
activities be consistent with the riparian management
objectives described in the ICB Strategy, which
include: * Achieve physical integrity of aquatic
ecosystems; * Provide an amount and distribution of
woody debris sufficient to sustain physical and
biological complexity; * Provide adequate summer
and winter thermal regulation; * Provide appropriate
amounts and distributions of source habitats for
riparian- or wetland-dependent species; and * Restore
or maintain water quality and hydrologic processes. *
Restore or maintain natural! y functioning riparian
vegetation communities

Action/Analysis

The Forest Plan on pages 18-21 identifies the applicable standards this project will comply
with. Under each resource in Chapter 3, is also listed those other Federal, State and Local
laws, regulations, and policies that are applicable.

EIS documents should have a clear and logical
purpose and need statement that provides information
regarding the administrative or regulatory reasons for
this action, such as the expiration of the existing
Allotment Management Plans (AMPs) or the need to

address the suitability of the area for grazing.

Statement, no
cause-effect

As identified in Chapter 1, the Purpose and Need is tied to the 2009 Forest Plan. The specific
reasons, (compliance with new Forest Plan, need for site specific AUL's, and suitability) are
tied back to the Goals and Objectives for Livestock Grazing on page 25 of the Forest Plan.
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Letter
#

Comment/Concern

We recommend that AMP revisions include
restoration of degraded environments and ensure the
long-term sustainability of environmental and
ecological values. We encourage including
"protection, restoration and enhancement of water
quality, aquatic habitat, and hydrologic functions"
within the purpose of the need statement for the
grazing management project (i.e., improving
conditions of riparian plant communities, improving
water quality and aquatic habitat, reducing streamside
trampling by livestock, achieving desirable vegetative
conditions, etc.).

Type of
Comment

Alternative

Response to Comment/
How Comment was Addressed

Functioning Condition (PFC), improved water quality, and aquatic habitat.

The Purpose and Need does not include a restoration component. The actions proposed
(exclosure’s, changes in Season of Use, avoidance periods, site specific Allowable Use
Levels, changes in Head Months, etc.) will help move the allotments towards Proper

The overall ecosystem encompassing the analysis area
including the location and size of analysis area should
be described.

Action/Analysis

Chapter 3.

In Chapter 1 we have disclosed the location and size of the project area. Because each
resource may have a different analysis area, please see the specific resource section in

The analysis area boundary should include the
environment potentially affected by implementation
of the alternatives and should be a logical unit for
projecting and measuring effects. The area should
encompass the potentially affected environment, and
serve as a baseline to compare projected impacts and
for measuring actual effects.

Action/Analysis

section in Chapter 3.

Because each resource may have a different analysis area, please see the specific resource

Ecological requirements may extend beyond the
boundaries of the project area, although reasonable
limits should be made to the scope of the analysis. If
areas of analysis vary for specific resources, indicate

how those areas differ and why.

Action/Analysis

In Chapter 3 under each resource section is a discussion of the analysis areas.
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Letter
#

Comment/Concern

Type of
Comment

Response to Comment/
How Comment was Addressed

Descriptions should be brief statements supported by
information that is provided later in the document. In
addition, the document should address any resource
conditions that are not consistent with the overall
objective of maintaining healthy, sustainable
rangeland ecosystems and proper functioning
condition of streams and riparian areas, and
maintenance of Montana Water Quality Standards.
This section (Purpose and Need) should also include
a clear description of the proposed action in specific
terms, and identify the official responsible for the
decision.

Action

This information can be found in the Existing Condition section in Chapter 3 for the
individual resources. The Proposed Action and all the alternatives are described in detail in
Chapter 2.

The EIS should support the purpose and need with a
range of reasonable alternatives that will meet the
objectives of the purpose and need, and address
resource and environmental issues and public
concerns.

Action

Chapter 2 of the DEIS discloses in detail all the alternatives. Alternative 4 was developed
based on scoping comments from the public and internally.

All issues raised during scoping should be identified in
the EIS, and issues considered as significant should be
clearly stated along with a statement of how they will
be addressed in the document.

Action

Issues identified internally and from scoping are disclosed in Chapter 2. This table identifies
all the scoping comments and how they were handled.

A brief statement should be provided to indicate how
the proposed action complies with the Forest Plan, or
how the Plan may have to be amended to
accommodate the activity.

Action

In Chapter 2 as part of the alternative discussion, there is a discussion of how it complies
with the Forest Plan and the Purpose and Need.

In accordance with NEPA (40 CPR 1502.14) the EIS
should: a. Rigorously explore and objectively
evaluate all reasonable alternatives. b. Devote
substantial treatment to each alternative considered in
detail so that reviewers may evaluate their
comparative merits. ¢. Include reasonable alternatives
not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency. d.
Include a no action alternative. e. Identify the
agency's preferred alternative(s). f. Include appropriate
mitigation measures not already included in the

Alternatives

proposed action or alternatives.

Chapter 2 of the DEIS describes and discloses all the alternatives considered in detail,
alternatives not considered in detail, a list of Design Features/Mitigation Measure(s)
common to all alternatives, and any alternative specific Design Features/Mitigation
Measure(s).
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Letter Comment/Concern Type of Response to Comment/
# Comment How Comment was Addressed

A full range of reasonable alternatives should be
developed in response to the significant issues
identified during scoping. Such alternatives may
include, but not be limited to: « No Action Alternative
in which current management activities are
maintained; « No Grazing Alternative in which all
domestic grazing is removed from the area. The public
and decision-makers can better understand grazing
impacts if a No Grazing alternative is evaluated,
particularly in areas where there are important
wildlife species, riparian and watershed resources,
intensive recreation demands, and so forth. Reducing
or eliminating grazing should be evaluated to protect
sensitive resources. Furthermore, various grazing
statutes (e.g., Taylor Grazing Act and the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act [FLPMA]) also
require that the suitability of land be determined for . Chapter 2 of the DEIS describes and discloses all the alternatives considered in detail,
: . Alternatives . . - . . .
grazing and whether natural resources will be alternatives not considered in detail, and a comparison of alternatives.
adequately protected.  Alternative pasture rotations,
grazing strategies, livestock distribution strategies,
and/or adjusted animal unit months (AUMs) to
respond to issues. To enhance the natural and human
values for recreation and other benefits, management
practices should enhance natural, functioning
ecosystems in areas important for recreation and
wildlife uses. « Alternative management actions such
as bank trampling standards, forage utilization
standards, stubble height, woody browse use, fencing,
riding, exclosures, burning, off-stream watering and
other range improvements or practices as appropriate
to respond to the issues related to grazing. «
Alternatives considered but not given detailed study
should be identified along with the rationale for their
dismissal.
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Letter Comment/Concern Type of Response to Comment/
# Comment How Comment was Addressed
The CEQ regulations state that an EIS should include
the means to mitigate adverse environmental impacts
(40 CPR 1502.16(h)), and appropriate mitigation
4 measures not already included in the proposed action Action/Analysis Chapter 2 discloses information on the Design Features/Mitigation Measures.

or alternatives (40 CPR 1502.14(f)). Mitigation
measures common to all action alternatives should be
identified along with statements of their effectiveness

in minimizing impacts.
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Letter
#

Comment/Concern

Type of
Comment

Response to Comment/
How Comment was Addressed

EPA suggests that Beaverhead-Deerlodge NF consider
mitigation measures that avoid or minimize adverse
environmental impacts and/or promote restoration of
degraded rangeland resources. Actively manage
grazing allotments for grazing frequency, duration,
stocking rates, animal distribution, season and timing
of forage use, and minimal wildlife use conflicts.
Studies show that livestock numbers and intensity
have greater effects on herbage production than other
grazing practices.

Fence or otherwise protect ecologically productive and
sensitive riparian zones.

Eliminate livestock and erect exclosure in areas that
are proposed to restore ecological resources or protect
sensitive fish and wildlife species.

Permanently or seasonally eliminate or limit livestock
numbers and types in areas that are predisposed to
damage during periods of high sensitivity.

Vacated grazing allotments, if any, should be
considered to remain vacated to provide areas for
recovery and future restoration opportunities.
Actively restore (for example, weed control or
reseeding of native vegetation) areas that are severely
degraded.

Structures or management practices should be
considered to stabilize eroded or at-risk stream banks.
Identify “triggers"- drought, natural catastrophes,
forage production and condition, and impacts on
sensitive native species, for example- that would
reduce or remove livestock numbers and duration in
an allotment. Incorporate flexibility in allotment
permits to account for such special circumstances.
Precipitation is a primary determinant in both herbage
production and plant diversity.

Prohibit the use of off-road vehicles for grazing
management in areas where they conflict with
sensitive wildlife or non-motorized recreation areas
and users.

S

Actions/Analysi

improvement.

As identified in Chapter 2, the Design Features/Mitigation Measures are to help avoid or
minimize adverse environmental impacts and helps move the resources toward
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Letter Type of Response to Comment/
Comment/Concern
# Comment How Comment was Addressed
If there are local groups focusing on
watershed/ecosystem recovery, we encourage the
Beaverhead Deerlodge NF to consider including a /A Watershed/Restoration alternative was considered, but not evaluated in detail because it
4 watershed or ecosystem restoration alternative for Alternative did not meet our Purpose and Need of Updating the grazing management and infrastructure
detailed evaluation, or at least to include to comply with the applicable 2009 Forest Plan direction.
watershed/ecosystem restoration elements in the
reasonable alternatives.
\Water quality improvement or fisheries enh_ancement . Identified in Chapter 2 of the DEIS, the Proposed Action and Alternative 4 identify specific
4 projects that are proposed as part of the project Alternatives . . . : .
8 . actions to improve water quality and aquatic habitat.
alternatives should be clearly described.
If watershed restoration work will be committed to
with the project deC|§|on that S.hOUId be clt_aarly stated. Watershed restoration is not part of the projects Purpose and Need. Many of the actions
If watershed restoration work is to be carried out only . ) . . o
4 ; - : . Action proposed (rest rotation, deferment of entry, rest, fencing, additional water, and reduction in
as available funding allows, the potential funding . .
- - L head months) will help to move the watersheds towards improvement.
source and likelihood of funding or priority should be
identified.
we aIS(.) support the need _for monitoring and . Each allotment will have Annual Compliance and Long-term rangeland monitoring. This
evaluation and incorporation of principles of adaptive - - - pn . .
. . ' will include monitoring of the site specific Allowable Use Levels (AUL's) that will help to
management in the alternatives, and highly support . L - . .
4 : S Actions determine if the livestock need to be moved or if other actions need to be taken for the
strategies that maintain and/or restore watershed . . o ! : .
A . - protection of the resources. The site specific AUL's are used instead of other adaptive
condition and water quality to fully support beneficial
Uses management tools.
\We recommend that tables, maps, figures, charts,
photos, etc., be used as much as possible and wherever
appropriate to present and display information and
specific features of alternatives so that the various
alternatives can be clearly understood (e.g., grazing
strategies, AUMSs, range improvements, exclosures,
riding, off-stream watering, prescribed burning, road
4 construction & reconstruction, road obliteration, road |Action \We concur. See the table of context for a list of the maps, figures, graphs, and tables.

improvements, watershed, fisheries, and stream
channel improvements, revegetation, weed treatments,
etc.). Maps that show allotments and project features
in relation to streams and wetlands and other
watershed characteristics such as critical fisheries
habitat, 303(d) listed stream segments, etc., are

particularly useful.
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Letter Type of Response to Comment/
Comment/Concern
# Comment How Comment was Addressed
It is helpful if the rationale for inclusion and location
of grazing strategies, AUMSs, and range improvements
are d'SCUSS.Ed‘ Such rationale enhapces public . We concur. We have identified by pasture and located on maps where there are changes to
understanding of the proposed project, better achieves . . . . . . .
4 s Action the infrastructure and described narratively where these actions are occurring. See appendix
the public disclosure purpose of the EIS, and better 2 ; .
. : . A for maps and Chapter 2, allotment specific actions, Tables 16-27 for the narratives.
explains to the public the environmental and resource
trade-offs involved in making land management
decisions.
/A comparison of the alternatives' responsiveness to the
significant issues should be displayed. These
4 summariés shoqld be supported t_)y |nformat|0_n . Analysis In Chapter 2 of the DEIS there is a table that provides a comparison of the alternatives.
presented later in the document, in an appendix, or in
referenced specialist reports. Referenced reports
should be readily available upon request.
We highly recommend that an alternatives matrix table
that summarizes major features and significant
environmental impacts of alternatives be provided to
fe}u_lltat_e understanding of th_e alternatlves,_partlcularly . We have a table in Chapter 2 of the DEIS that displays the actions by alternative by
4 distinctions between alternatives, and provide Analysis . -
. . . h allotment, along with the associated effects.
comparative evaluation of alternatives in a manner that
sharply defines issues for the decision maker and the
public to make in regard to a reasoned choice among
alternatives.
A clear description of the decision criteria, both
4 measured and qualitative, Action As part of the Record of Decision (ROD), there will be clear disclosure of the decision
that are used to evaluate and select alternatives .would criteria and how they were used in selecting the alternative to implement.
be helpful.
Also, if there are any proposed nearby actions or
pdjacent devglop_ments that are CIOS.EIy related to the . ._[There are no connected actions associated with this project. A list of Past, Present, and
4 proposed action it would be appropriate to analyze and Action/Analysis

discuss those related developments as a connected

action (40 CFR 1508.25).

Reasonably Foreseeable Future activities can be found in Chapter 3.
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Letter
#

Comment/Concern

Type of
Comment

Response to Comment/
How Comment was Addressed

The EIS should succinctly describe the existing
conditions and resources (using watershed analysis
where applicable) within the analysis area that will be
affected by the proposed alternatives. We particularly
encourage identification of areas with high demand for
recreation use and/or areas with high public interest in
preservation, conservation, and or restoration.

Action/Analysis

Chapter 3 of the DEIS discloses the existing condition for each of the applicable resources
including recreation and hydrology.

The EIS should also evaluate and disclose all activities
and associated environmental impacts related to
project implementation.

Analysis

In Chapter 3 of the DEIS, each resource discusses and discloses the effects to their resource
by alternative.

Environmental analysis documents should reflect the
level of analysis and data

compilation actually completed, so that the reviewer is
able to establish whether data exists to support
conclusions within the analysis.

Analysis

Appendix B of the DEIS contains the field data used by the individual resources in their
effects analysis.

The effects analysis should be able to stand on its own.
Of particular concern to range management decisions
is a discussion of the relationship between short-term
uses of the environment and the maintenance and
enhancement of long-term productivity of the area.
This should also include a discussion of any
irreversible or irretrievable commitments of resources

to be made with each alternative.

Analysis

In Chapter 3 of the DEIS, each resource discusses and discloses the effects to their resource
by alternative. The short and long term effects are discussed as well as any potential
irreversible or irretrievable commitment of their resource.
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Letter
#

Comment/Concern

The discussion should include analysis of impacts
within the analysis area resulting from activities on all
lands, regardless of ownership. In accordance with
NEPA the EIS section should address (40 CFR
1502.16): a. Direct effects and their significance. b.
Indirect effects and their significance. c. Possible
conflicts between the proposed action and the
objectives of Federal, regional, State, and local (and in
the case of a reservation, Indian tribe) land use plans,
policies and controls for the area concerned. d. The
environmental effects of alternatives including the
proposed action. e. Energy requirements and
conservation potential of various alternatives and
mitigation measures. f. Natural or depletable resource
requirements and conservation potential of various
alternatives and mitigation measures. g. Effects to
Historic and cultural resources. h. Means to mitigate
adverse environmental impacts.

Type of
Comment

Action/Analysis

Response to Comment/
How Comment was Addressed

In Chapter 3 of the DEIS each resource will discuss the cumulative effects of past present,
and reasonably foreseeable future activates within in their analysis area for each alternative.

\We encourage inclusion of tables, figures, and other
visual aids to compare all effects associated with each
alternative.

Action

\We concur. See the table of context for a list of the maps, figures, graphs, and tables.

Sufficient information should help to determine the
potential risks to resources and to evaluate risk and
uncertainty associated with natural resource
protection.

Analysis

This information can be found in Chapter 3, of the DEIS under each resource.

Analyses should determine which alternative(s) best
protects overall values. Biological, vegetative, and
stream/riparian impacts for each alternative should be
accompanied by the evaluation or' their risks and
information about potential remedial costs to restore
biological functions and values, if available.

Analysis

As part of the analysis for each resource these is a table that compares the effect of each
alternative on the resource. The decision maker will review these tables to help them make
an informed decision in part based on the risk to and protection of the resources, while still
being able to meet the Purpose and Need.

The EIS should disclose how grazing historically has
affected soils, water tables, vegetation, erosion,
streams, riparian areas, and fisheries uses and wildlife

habitat.

Action

In Chapter 3 of the DEIS, each resource discusses and discloses the past activities that have
contributed to the existing condition of the resource including past livestock grazing.
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Letter Type of Response to Comment/
Comment/Concern
# Comment How Comment was Addressed
EPA recognizes the complexity of environmental
impacts and the regional socioeconomic dependence
of grazing interests on public lands. EPA's concerns
relate to potentially adverse impacts from grazing
management on surface and ground water, soils,
vegetation, fish and wildlife, and ecosystems. In those In Chapter 3 of the DEIS each resource discusses and discloses what goals and/or objectives
situations where the resource condition is expected to . I . - - - .
4 . . S - Action/Analysis this project will help move the resource towards. Any applicable monitoring for trends is
move toward a desired condition, this discussion - . - )
. e S also discussed and disclosed in the Methodology section of each resource.
should include an estimation of the length of time it is
expected to take to meet the desired condition. This
should include a description of benchmark conditions
to be monitored to determine the trend of the resource
condition, and therefore the relative success of the
management strategy.
The EIS should include discussion of the management
pctions that W'”.be f[aken by the Agency a_nd future Chapter 2 of the DEIS discusses and discloses the actions proposed by alternative. Chapter 3
management objectives, and should explain how . - - S .
. ; discloses a table listing present and future actions within the project area. The Forest Plan on
grazing will be managed to meet management . S . . . .
s - . : . page 25 outlines the objectives for livestock grazing that the forest will be following and that
4 objectives. The discussion should predict rangeland  Alternative : - . LY
. . . this project will move the forest towards these objectives. In Chapter 3 under the Range
conditions under the various grazing management ) . . : . . .
. . . - section there is a discussion of the changes in Rangeland condition by alternative and the
alternatives, comparing future projected conditions to o . ; .
o monitoring that is associated with each allotment.
current condition to evaluate how rangeland
management practices will improve the resource.
A discussion of Range Management should clearly
display the differences between the alternatives and
the impacts to the permittee and the overall operation Effects to the permittee’s and the overall management of the allotment is discussed and
4 of the allotment. Discussion should also include an Action/Analvsis disclosed in the Range and Social/Economic sections of Chapter 3 of the DEIS. An
analysis of the cost effectiveness of precluding Y315 economic analysis of each alternative can be found in the Social/Economic section of
streamside grazing in contrast to permitting grazing Chapter 3 of the DEIS.
supplemented by additional monitoring and mitigation
to protect water resources.
The goal of the Taylor Grazing Act, and numerous
Federal statutes that have followed, is to rehabilitate Although the Purpose and Need does not include a rehabilitation component, we believe that
rangelands in the United States. Rehabilitation is to be Statement. no the actions proposed in Alternative 4 and the Proposed Action will help move each allotment
4 accomplished partly through controlling the numbers ' towards the Goals in the Forest Plan for Livestock Grazing (pg. 25), which includes

of livestock, protecting riparian areas (fencing and off-
stream stock watering), rotating animal herds, and so
forth.

cause-effect

maintenance or enhancement of plant community structure and diversity, and maintaining or
restoring riparian function.
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Letter Comment/Concern Type of Response to Comment/
# Comment How Comment was Addressed

Healthy vegetation and soils improve water infiltration
and nutrient cycling; resist wind and water erosion of
soils; enhance forage production; and protect water
resources, wildlife habitat, and other values. Livestock
grazing, roads, off-road vehicle use, and other land
uses (e.g.; recreation uses) can adversely affect
ecosystem functions and forage production,
particularly such uses on sensitive soils. Grazing
generally is intensive along fence lines, trails, roads,
watering areas, and bedding areas. Soil compaction
and overuse of forage is common in these and other
areas where livestock naturally congregate. Erosion,
gully formation, incision of natural and created
channels, and sedimentation of nearby waters are
common impacts in overused areas. The EIS should
identify such areas and propose protection and
restoration, particularly in riparian and other sensitive
areas.

We agree. Alternative 4 was developed to provide increased protection to areas observed in

Analysis the field that the IDT felt warranted additional resource protection.

The EPA is particularly interested in grazing effects
on water quality and aquatic habitat and recommends
that the EIS clearly describe water bodies within the
analysis area and which will be affected by grazing \We concur. Chapter 3 of the DEIS discloses the existing water bodies associated with each
4 activities (rivers, streams, lakes, wetlands). A good  |Action/Analysis allotment and the aquatic habitats. See Appendix A5 for a listing of the maps for hydrology
watershed map showing streams, lakes, wetlands and and Appendix A6 for aquatics.

other surface waters in the project area in relation to
grazing allotments should be included in the DEIS to
allow clear understanding of water quality impacts.
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Letter
#

Comment/Concern

Type of
Comment

Response to Comment/
How Comment was Addressed

The EPA considers the collection of baseline water
quality and aquatic habitat data at the project level
important to provide a comparison with estimated
impacts as well as actual impacts. Where water quality
and aquatic habitat information for individual water
bodies exists, it should be presented. This would
include inventories; baseline data information such as
temperature, sediment, turbidity, channel
morphological conditions, the presence of toxic
substances; water quality and the existence of any
known point or non-point pollution sources or other
problems. The EIS should reveal what data is available
and the condition (reliability, gaps in data, etc.) of that
information.

Actions/Analysi
S

As identified in Chapter 3 and Appendix B of the DEIS, the data for water quality and
aquatic habitat is discussed and disclosed in the Hydrology and Aquatic sections.

Much of the information provided in the water
quality/aquatics or watershed section can, and should,
be correlated to fisheries resources. Fisheries
information such as fish species present, populations,
and important fisheries habitats such as spawning
gravels, over-wintering pools, stream bed and bank
conditions that affect fisheries habitat such as undercut
bank habitat, riffle/pool ratios, substrate conditions,
vegetative cover, availability of large woody debris,
and the potential of the streams to support threatened,
endangered, or sensitive fish species should be
described.

Analysis

Chapter 3 of the DEIS Aquatics section, these items are discussed and disclosed.

'The EIS should identify both current and projected
impacts from proposed grazing activities on water
quality, fish and riparian habitat, reductions in habitat
capability due to grazing, spawning and rearing
habitat, etc.

Action/Analysis

Chapter 3 of the DEIS Aquatics section discusses and discloses this information.

Watersheds and hydrologic conditions should be
described in terms of water quality, quantity, stream
morphology, aquatic life, beneficial uses (e.g.,
fisheries, public water supply, irrigation) and
beneficial use support, and status of proper

Action/Analysis

functioning condition.

Chapter 3 of the DEIS Hydrology section discusses and discloses this information.
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Letter
#

Comment/Concern

Type of
Comment

Response to Comment/
How Comment was Addressed

Identify any existing conditions or activities adversely
affecting watershed characteristics. These might
include stream bank disturbance from livestock, road
related sedimentation, or natural slumping. Watershed
or stream restoration or fisheries enhancement projects
that are proposed as part of the project alternatives
should be clearly described.

Action/Analysis

Chapter 3 of the DEIS has a table that list by decade and land ownership past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future activities within the project area. This list is used by each
resource including Hydrology to identify those activities that contributed to the existing
condition and that will be used in their cumulatively effects analysis.

WQS are established by States, but must be reviewed
and approved by EPA in accordance with 40 CFR Part
131. Montana WQS are found in the Administrative
Rules of Montana (ARM) 17.30 Subchapter 6, and the
Montana Non-degradation rules are found in ARM
17.30 Subchapter 7. Montana's Non-degradation Rules
are intended to assure that existing high surface water
quality and designated water uses will not be degraded

Statement, no
cause-effect

Thank you for your comment and reference. As discussed in Chapter 3 of the DEIS in the
Hydrology section, the applicable state water quality standards will be followed.

Existing Water Quality Standards applicable to the
affected water bodies should be presented to provide a
basis for determining whether beneficial uses will be
protected and water quality standards met. Other
information relevant to the analysis, such as aquatic
species habitat and the condition and productivity of
that habitat, should also be included (e.qg., effects on
stream banks, channel stability, streambed substrate
including seasonal and spawning habitats, riffle and
pool habitat, large woody debris, stream bank
Vegetation, and riparian habitats).

Analysis

Chapter 3 of the DEIS on the Hydrology and Aquatics section discuss and disclose this
information.

The analysis should disclose whether the project will
cause any reductions in habitat capability or impair
designated uses.

Analysis

Chapter 3 of the DEIS Aquatics section discusses and discloses this information in their
analysis section. The Hydrology section of Chapter 3 discusses and discloses designated uses
information and uses it in their analysis section.

Special attention should be made regarding Montana's
identification of water bodies with impaired uses in
their Clean Water Act Section 303(d) report. The EIS
should identify water bodies in the analysis area listed
by the Montana Dept. of Environmental Quality
(MDEQ) as water quality impaired under Section
303(d) of the Clean Water Act (see
http://cwaic.mt.gov/), as well as the magnitude and

sources of such impairment.

Action/Analysis

Chapter 3 of the DEIS in the hydrology section there is a discussion of the 303d listed
streams and a map in Appendix A5.
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Letter
#

Comment/Concern

Type of
Comment

Response to Comment/
How Comment was Addressed

All impaired waters in the project area should be
identified in the DEIS. It is likely that proposed
activities have potential to affect sediment/siltation
and turbidity in project area streams. Stream segments
designated as "water quality impaired" and/or
"threatened" listed on State 303(d) lists require
development of a Total Maximum Daily Load
(TMDL). We encourage review of MDEQ's guidance
document” Understanding TMDL’s Pamphlet" which
can be downloaded at,
http://deg.mt.gov/wginfo/TMDL/default.mcpx.

Action/Analysis

'Thank you for your comment and reference. As discussed in Chapter 3 of the DEIS in the
Hydrology section, the applicable state water quality standards will be followed.

Pending completion of a TMDL in Montana, new and
expanded nonpoint source activities may commence
and continue, provided those activities are conducted
in accordance with (MCA 75-5-703). The
Administrative Rules of Montana (17 .30.602) deme
these as "methods, measures, or practices that protect
present and reasonably anticipated beneficial uses."”
"Reasonable soil, land and water conservation
practices" include but are not limited to structural and
nonstructural controls and operation and maintenance
procedures. Appropriate practices may be applied
before, during, or after pollution producing activities.
It is important to note that "reasonable soil, land and
water conservation practices" are differentiated from
BMPs, which are generally established practices for
controlling nonpoint source pollution. BMPs are
largely practices that provide a degree of protection
for water quality, but may or may not be sufficient to
achieve Water Quality Standards and protect
beneficial uses. "Reasonable soil, land and water
conservation practices" include BMPs, but may
require additional conservation practices, beyond
BMPs to achieve Water Quality Standards and restore

beneficial uses.

Action/Analysis

Thank you for your comment and reference. As discussed in Chapter 3 of the DEIS in the
Hydrology section, the applicable state water quality standards will be followed.
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Letter
#

Comment/Concern

Type of
Comment

Response to Comment/
How Comment was Addressed

The EIS should describe how the proposed project
might affect impaired water bodies, particularly how
the water quality parameters causing the impairment
and 303(d) listing may be affected.

Analysis

Chapter 3 of the DEIS Hydrology section discusses and discloses this information.

It is EPA's policy that proposed activities in the
drainages of 303(d) listed streams should not cause
further degradation of water quality, and should be
consistent with the State's TMDL’s and water quality
restoration plans. Such consistency means that if
pollutants may be generated during project activities,
mitigation or restoration activities should also be
included to reduce existing sources of pollution to
offset or compensate for pollutants generated during
project activities in accordance with the TMDL and
long-term restoration plan.

Action/Analysis

Chapter 3 of the DEIS Hydrology section discusses and discloses this information. Several
of the proposed actions such as fencing, will help to decrease livestock from trampling the
banks and adding sediment to the existing 303(d) streams.

Recognizing uncertainties and desiring a margin of
safety, such compensation should more than offset
pollutants generated, resulting in overall reductions in
pollution consistent with long-term water quality
improvement and restoration of support of beneficial
uses. Watershed restoration activities that compensate
for pollutant production during management activities
in watersheds of 303(d) listed streams should also be
implemented within a reasonable period of time in
relation to pollutant producing activities (e.g., 5 years).

Action/Analysis

Although the Purpose and Need does not include a restoration component, we believe that
the actions proposed in Alternative 4 and the Proposed Action will help move each allotment
towards the Goals in the Forest Plan for Livestock Grazing (pg. 25) and improve the 303(d)
listed streams in the project area.

\We recommend that the Beaverhead-Deerlodge NF
coordinate with Montana DEQ TMDL program staff
to assure consistency of proposed grazing
management actions with TMDL’s and Water Quality
Plans being prepared by MDEQ (contact MDEQ staff
such as Mr. Dean Yashan at 406-444-5317, and/or Mr.

Robert Ray at 406-444-5319).

Action/Analysis

/As outlined in the Forest Plan on page 16, the Forest cooperates with state, tribal and other
organizations in the development and implementation of TMDL's.
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Letter
#

Comment/Concern

Type of
Comment

Response to Comment/
How Comment was Addressed

Actions often recommended to address TMDL goals
to improve water quality include: *properly maintain
forest roads and implement road BMPs
*decommission forest roads that are surplus to the
needs of management and access *upgrade undersized
culverts be upgraded to better accommodate large
floods and/or realign culverts to provide fish passage,
*minimize new road construction and particularly road
stream crossings *locate roads away from streams and
riparian areas as much as possible *improve grazing
management *use adequate BMPs be used on all
timber harvest operations *emphasize use of less
disturbing harvest methods that minimize ground
disturbance and erosion potential (skyline, helicopter,
logging on snow or frozen ground) *provide adequate
riparian buffers (conform to INFISH standards)
*address other existing sediment sources to streams
such as unstable streambanks.

Actions

/As outlined in the Forest Plan on page 16, the Forest cooperates with state, tribal and other
organizations in the development and implementation of TMDL's.

Executive Order 11990 requires that Federal Agencies
"take action to minimize the destruction, loss or
degradation of wetlands, and to preserve and enhance
the natural and beneficial values of wetlands in
carrying out the agency's responsibilities ... " and
agencies are further directed to "avoid undertaking or
providing assistance for new construction located in
wetlands unless the head of the agency finds ( 1) that
there is no practicable alternative to such construction,
and (2) that the proposed action includes all
practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands
which may result from such use ... *. The EIS should
describe how the alternatives will meet the wetland
protection goals in EO 11990. Executive Order 11990
requires Federal agencies to protect both jurisdictional
and non-jurisdictional wetlands.

Analysis

As outlined in Chapter 3 of the DEIS in the Hydrology section, this project will comply with
all applicable laws, regulations, and policies, including Executive Order 11990.

The EIS should describe existing wetlands and
riparian areas in the analysis area; their acreage, type,

and ecological function.

Action/Analysis

and riparian areas.

See Chapter 3 of the DEIS, hydrology section for a description of the project areas wetlands
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Comment/Concern

Type of
Comment

Response to Comment/
How Comment was Addressed

Riparian and wetland areas should be described in
terms of size, location, percent of analysis area,
function, value, and condition. This should include the
following attributes: hydrogeomorphic, vegetation,
erosion/deposition, soils, and water quality.

Analysis

See Chapter 3 of the DEIS, hydrology section for a description of the project areas wetlands
and riparian areas.

The status of riparian and wetland Proper Functioning
Condition (PFC) should be described along with their
current ecological status and trend. The Bureau of
Land Management technical references TR 1737-9
"Process for Assessing Proper Functioning
Condition", and TR 1737-11 "Process for Assessing
Proper Functioning Condition for Lentic Riparian
Wetland Areas" are available to assist in PFC
determination.

Action/Analysis

See Chapter 3 of the DEIS, hydrology section for a description of the methodology for
determining Proper Functioning Condition (PFC).

Livestock grazing, vegetative browsing, road
construction and vegetation clearing, and other
disturbances may result in riparian and hydrologic
impacts. Grazing can promote changes to surface and
subsurface drainage patterns that can ultimately lead to
changes in wetland integrity and function. Wetland
impacts should be avoided, and then minimized, to the
maximum extent practicable, and then unavoidable
impacts should be compensated for through wetland
restoration, creation, or enhancement.

Action/Analysis

'The Proposed Action and Alternative 4 provide actions increase protection for riparian and
wetland areas. At this time there are no wetlands identified as needing restoration, creation
or enhancement.

For your information, EPA has identified general
recommendations for "National Management
Measures to Protect and Restore Wetlands and
Riparian Areas for the Abatement of Nonpoint Source
Pollution" at
http://www.epa.gov/owow/nps/wetmeasures/pdf/guida

nce.pdf.

Statement, no
cause-effect

'Thank you for this reference. See the hydrology section in Chapter 3 of the DEIS for how
this information was covered.
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\Within the Interior Columbia Basin EPA evaluates
land management activities for consistency with the
provisions of the Interagency Memorandum of
Understanding between the Forest Service, BLM, . . . . .
EPA. USFWS. and NMFS for Forest Service Statement, no The_ revised F(_)r_est Plaq for the Beaverhead-DeerIO(_jge N!: took this MOU into con5|de_rat|on
4 - . - . . during the revision. This project reflects those considerations through meeting the applicable
implementation of the Interior Columbia Basin cause-effect
. Forest Plan Standards.
Strategy on National Forest lands (referred to as the
ICB Strategy, see http://www .icbemp.
gov/html/icbstrat.pdf , and http://www
.ichemp.gov/html/agripfrm7804.pdf ).
Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas (RHCAS) are an
important management element in the ICB Strategy to
maintain gnd restore the health of wat_ersheds, riparian, \With the site specific Allowable Use Levels (AUL's) and the standards in the 2009 Forest
and aquatic resources to sustain aquatic and terrestrial . . . L : A
4 : - . . Action/Analysis Plan, we believe riparian and wetland health will be maintained or moved towards a
species and provide water of sufficient quality and healthier state
quantity to support beneficial uses. We support RHCA '
buffer zones to avoid adverse impacts to streams,
wetlands and riparian areas.
'The EIS should describe how grazing management As identified in Chapter 2 of the DEIS, under the Proposed Action and Alternative 4, each
4 will be monitored, evaluated and adjusted over time to Action/Analvsis allotment will have monitoring. Some will also be a part of the Forest Wide monitoring of
achieve desired conditions and protect the y upland and wetland areas. The information from this monitoring will be used during the
environment. development of the Annual Operating Instructions (AOI)
Principles of adaptive management should be used to
develop and implement allotment management plans.
The EIS should consider: (1) specific resource
objectives, (2) minimum thresholds for ecosystem and
forage health (particularly in riparian areas, critical As discussed in Chapter 2, the identified alternatives consider different options for meeting
4 wildlife habitats, and important recreation areas), (3) a Action/Analysis the standards in the 2009 Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest. The development of the

monitoring plan that provides sufficient evaluation of
the impacts from allotment management plans, and (4)
measures that can be adopted should there be
unexpected impacts from land management practices
or from drought, catastrophic fire, noxious weed

infestation, or other unforeseeable events.

Site Specific Allowable Use Levels allows for needed adjustments based on the site specific
standards that is outlined in the Annual Operating Instructions.
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Comment/Concern

'The monitoring plan should identify the purpose of the
monitoring, what questions are to be answered by
monitoring, what resource conditions are to be
monitored, who will do the monitoring, when and how
often it will be done, what conditions will initiate
additional measures if needed, and how reporting and
feedback will be implemented and used. Of particular
concern for the long-term monitoring is identification
of benchmark conditions to be monitored to determine
relative progress toward a desired condition, and what
conditions might lead to a change in the management
strategy.

Type of
Comment

Action/Analysis

Response to Comment/
How Comment was Addressed

Chapter 2 of the DEIS outlines the monitoring that is common to all action alternatives.
Needed adjustments are outline in the Annual Operating Instructions that in part is based on
review of the previous year’s monitoring for the short term and long term. Chapter 3 of the
DEIS, under each resource is disclosed any benchmark conditions.

To the extent possible, there should be details in the
monitoring plan about the types of surveys, location
and frequency of sampling, parameters to be
monitored, indicator species, budget, procedures for
using data or results in project implementation, and
availability of results to interested and affected groups.
Feedback should allow comparison of baseline data
with monitoring results to adjust standard operating
procedures, monitoring intensity, and protocols
promptly when adverse effects occur, to ensure that
mitigation strategies will improve in the future and
that unforeseen adverse effects are identified and
minimized.

Analysis

Chapter 2 of the DEIS outlines the monitoring that is common to all action alternatives.

Indicators should be developed for not only fish,
wildlife, and vegetative species but also for resources
such as vegetative structure, soils, and recreation
amenities, and introduced species such as noxious
weeds or alien predators.

Analysis

Chapter 3 of the DEIS outlines for each resource the resource indicators that will be used for
the analysis and the units of measures.

/A management indicator species (MIS) list should be
maintained to assist in

achieving a baseline and working toward management
objectives. A MIS list should focus on aquatic and
terrestrial animal and plant species and other important
factors that contribute to the success of livestock
management, biodiversity, and species' viability.

Analysis

The 2009 Forest Plan outlines the MIS list for the applicable resources, i.e. aquatics page 16,
wildlife page 47.
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Type of
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For range management, there appears to be three
distinct purposes for monitoring. The first is to
determine annual management actions to be taken,
such as movement of animals within or between
pastures. The second reason is to determine the overall
trend of the range, water, and related conditions over
time. The third reason is to validate predictions made
during the analysis process and measure the
effectiveness of the mitigation measures
(quantitatively-if possible, and/or a qualitatively), and
determining the need for modifying mitigation or
adding mitigation measures.

Statement, no
cause-effect

We agree. We believe that the monitoring outlined for this project allows will provide
information for all three purposes.

A well-designed monitoring plan demonstrates how
well the preferred alternative resolves the identified
issues and concerns by measuring the effectiveness of
mitigation measures to control or minimize adverse
effects.

Statement, no
cause-effect

We agree. We believe that the monitoring outlined in Chapter 2 of the DEIS for this project
will allow us to identify concerns and make adjustments in a timely way.

The EIS should address how management actions will
track unforeseen, adverse

environmental impacts to sensitive natural resources
and how they can or will be avoided or mitigated.

Analysis

Chapter 3, in the Range, Aquatic, Botany, Range, and Wildlife sections outline how impacts
to sensitive natural resources will be addressed and the appropriate mitigation.

The effectiveness of grazing, fire treatment, and other
management practices should be addressed for critical
environmental receptors such as keystone plant and
animal species and sensitive vegetation, wildlife, and
fish (including endangered, threatened, or rare
species).

Action/Analysis

Chapter 3 of the DEIS covers this in each of the resource sections.

'The USFS should also identify resource needs to carry
out its proposed monitoring program. There may also
be a need for enforcement activities if illegal grazing
on public lands occurs or if other unallowable land
uses such as use of motorized vehicles off of
designated roads and trails occurs, or vandalism, or
intentional introduction of nonnative species, and
other land uses degrade public land and resources.

Action

'The monitoring section of Chapter 2 outlines the applicable monitoring including
methodology.
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\We encourage the Beaverhead-Deerlodge NF to
contact the Montana Dept. of Environmental Quality
(MDEQ) in Helena to obtain information and guidance
for developing grazing monitoring programs (e.g., the
document "Monitoring Protocols for Success").
Appropriate grazing monitoring programs generally
include evaluation of effects upon: « Stream Channels
- width/depth ratios, channel down cutting/changing
water table, stream bottom sedimentation

* Stream Banks -bank stability, riparian
vegetation/species, percent cover, vigor

» Water Quality- dissolved oxygen, fecal coliform,
temperature, nutrients, fish population and habitat,
macroinvertebrate bioassessments

» Forage/Woody Utilization- stubble height, woody
browse use

» Wildlife Use

Action/Analysis

Thank you for the recommendation. As outlined in the BDNF 2009 Forest Plan, we will
coordinate with the MTDEQ on all applicable projects.

/Aquatic/water quality effectiveness monitoring
activities that have been, are, or will be, carried out to
evaluate the proposed project's effects on 303(d) listed
streams should also be summarized.

Analysis

Chapter 3 of the DEIS, Hydrology and Aquatic sections discuss and disclose this
information.

We recommend that the EIS describe the Potential
Natural Community (PNC) of riparian areas, upland
sites, and critical habitats such as subalpine areas and
wetlands.

Analysis

This information is discussed and disclosed in Chapter 3 of the DEIS in the Soil and Range
sections.

Vegetative communities, upland and riparian habitat,
forage utilization and conditions, rare and sensitive
plants, and noxious weed conditions should be
described. Indicate the ecological status of these sites
and the successional direction (trend) in which these
sites are moving.

Analysis

This information is discussed and disclosed in Chapter 3 of the DEIS in the Range and
Invasive Plants, Botany, Hydrology, and Soil Sections.

If the Desired Condition of these sites is different from
the existing condition or the PNC, this desired
condition should be described and an explanation

Analysis

given as to why this is different from the PNC.

This information is part of the discussion of the existing condition found in Chapter 3 of the
DEIS.
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/A ground survey should be conducted prior to
issuance of a Final Environmental Impact Statement
(FEIS) to document the presence of any rare and/or
sensitive plant species or their habitat.

Type of
Comment

Analysis/Action

Response to Comment/
How Comment was Addressed

The Botany Section in Chapter 3 of the DEIS outlines the field data collection and review for
sensitive plants.

Weeds and non-native plants may reduce biological
diversity and threaten sensitive fish and wildlife
species populations. Many noxious weeds can out-
compete native plants and produce a monoculture that
has little or no plant species diversity or benefit to
wildlife. Noxious weeds tend to gain a foothold where
there is disturbance in the ecosystem, such as road
building, fire, logging, or domestic livestock grazing
activities. Livestock grazing has been identified both
as (1) a cause of invasion or spread of noxious weeds
and (2) a tool to suppress the spread of weeds once
they already have been established. Activities that
introduce and distribute nonnative plants continue to
proliferate on many public lands. Weed prevention is
both cheaper and more effective than restoration
practices and should be pursued within the constraints
of future actions by industry and other Federal
agencies.

Action

This information is discussed and disclosed in Chapter 3 of the DEIS in the Range and
Invasive Plants Section.

The Beaverhead-Deerlodge NF should work with
other landowners adjacent to the Forest to prevent
weed infestations from adjacent lands adversely
affecting Forest lands and similarly to monitor,
prevent, and control. weed infestations on the Forest.

Action

As identified in Chapter 3, in the Range and Invasive Plants section, this project will follow
the direction outlined in the 2002 Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest Noxious Weed
Control Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision.

EPA fully supports control of noxious weed
infestations, particularly integrated weed management
(e.g., effective mix of cultural, education and
prevention, biological, mechanical, chemical
management, etc.).

Statement, no
cause-effect

'Thank you for your support of controlling noxious weeds. See Ch. 3, Range and Invasive
Plants section for details.

The EIS should identify the noxious weeds and exotic
plants that occur in the resource area, and include a
strategy for prevention, early detection of invasion,

and control of weeds.

Action/Analysis

As identified in Chapter 3, in the Range and Invasive Plants Section, the list of noxious
weeds and invasive plants can be found. The project will follow the direction outlined in the
2002 Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest Noxious Weed Control Environmental Impact
Statement and Record of Decision.
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#

Comment/Concern

\We encourage tracking of weed infestations, control
actions, and effectiveness of control actions in a
central weed database. Weed prevention is the most
cost effective way to manage and control weeds by
avoiding new infestations and spread of weeds, and
thus, avoiding the need for subsequent weed
treatments.

Type of
Comment

Analysis

Response to Comment/
How Comment was Addressed

This project will be following the direction for follow up in the 2002 Beaverhead-Deerlodge
National Forest Noxious Weed Control Environmental Impact Statement and Record of
Decision.

Weed-control strategies should include the use of
weed-free certified hay, weed-free certified fill for
road repair, weed-free certified seed for replanting,
education,

and other strategies.

Actions

This project will be following the direction for follow up in the 2002 Beaverhead-Deerlodge
National Forest Noxious Weed Control Environmental Impact Statement and Record of
Decision.

While we support use of herbicides for weed control
where needed, we encourage prioritization of
management techniques that focus on non-chemical
treatments first, with reliance on chemicals being the
last resort, since herbicides can be toxic and have the
potential to be transported to surface or ground water
following application. Herbicide drift into streams and
wetlands could adversely affect aquatic life and
wetland functions such as food chain support and
habitat for wetland species. Water contamination
concerns of herbicide usage be evaluated and

mitigated.

Action

This project will be following the direction for follow up in the 2002 Beaverhead-Deerlodge
National Forest Noxious Weed Control Environmental Impact Statement and Record of
Decision.
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Comment/Concern

Type of
Comment

Response to Comment/
How Comment was Addressed

EPA recommends that no herbicide spraying occur in
streams and wetlands or other aquatic areas (seeps,
springs, etc.). Herbicides should be applied at the
lowest rate effective in meeting weed control
objectives and according to guidelines for protecting
public health and the environment. The Montana
Water Quality Standards include a general narrative
standard "requiring surface waters to be free from
substances that create concentrations which are toxic
or harmful to aquatic life." Please also note that there
may be additional pesticide use limitations that set
forth geographically specific requirements for the
protection of endangered or threatened species and
their designated critical habitat. This information can
be found at http://www .epa.gov/espp/bulletins.htm .

Action/Analysis

This project will be following the direction in the 2002 Beaverhead-Deerlodge National
Forest Noxious Weed Control Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision.

For your information, the website for EPA information
regarding pesticides and herbicides is
http://www.epa.gov/pesticides/. The National
Pesticide Telecorrrrnunication Network (NPTN)
website at http://nptn.orst.edu/tech.htm which operates
under a cooperative agreement with EPA and Oregon
State University and has a wealth of information on
toxicity, mobility, environmental fate of pesticides that

may be helpful (phone number 800-858-7378).

Statement, no
cause-effect

Thank you for the references. See Ch. 3, Range and Invasive Plants section for details.
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Comment/Concern

If the proposed activities could affect threatened or
endangered (T & E) species (e.g., grizzly bear, bull
trout, wolf, lynx, etc.) the draft and final EIS should
include the Biological Assessment and the final EIS
should include the associated FWS Biological Opinion
or formal concurrence for the following reasons: 1.
NEPA requires public involvement and full disclosure
of all issues upon which a decision is to be made; 2.
'The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
Regulations for Implementing the Procedural
Provisions of NEPA strongly encourage the
integration of NEPA requirements with other
environmental review and consultation requirements
(40 CFR 1502.25); and 3. The Endangered Species
/Act (ESA) consultation process can result in the
identification of mandatory, reasonable, and prudent
alternatives which can significantly affect project
implementation.

Type of
Comment

Analysis

Response to Comment/
How Comment was Addressed

As identified in Chapter 3 of the DEIS for Aquatics, Botany, and Wildlife, the appropriate
tool for analysis and disclosure with respect to Threatened or Endangered plants or animals
will be used.

The potential effects on listed species are relevant to
forest management activity decisions. Since both the
Biological Assessment and the EIS must evaluate the
potential impacts of the project on listed species, they
can jointly assist in analyzing the effectiveness of
project alternatives and mitigation measures. EPA
recommends that the final EIS and Record of Decision
not be completed prior to the completion of ESA
consultation. If the consultation process is treated as a
separate process, the Agencies risk FWS identification
of additional significant impacts, new mitigation
measures, or changes to the preferred alternative. If
these changes have not been evaluated in the final EIS,

a supplement to the EIS would be warranted.

Analysis

Thank you for your recommendation on the use of information from an ESA consultation.
This project will follow the appropriate process for consultation with the Fish and Wildlife
Service for Threatened and Endangered plants or animals.

C-30



North and West Big Hole AMPs
Final Environmental Impact Statement

Appendices

Letter
#

Comment/Concern

Type of
Comment

Response to Comment/
How Comment was Addressed

Grazing in areas of early or mid seral ecological status
may lead to a reduction of biodiversity through habitat
destruction, simplification, or fragmentation. In
consideration of this, EIS analysis should include a
guantitative assessment of the variety, abundance, and
distribution of plant and animal populations and the
ecologic processes through which they interact. Such a
discussion should be presented on an ecosystem, or
regional basis as well as specific to the analysis area.

Analysis

Chapter 3 of the DEIS discusses and discloses the effects of livestock grazing to terrestrial
and aquatic plant and animal populations.

Biodiversity has become a significant issue in the
northern Rocky Mountains. Maintenance of
biodiversity can minimize the need for listing species
as threatened or endangered. Upland and stream
corridors should be retained in the planning area to
help maintain genetic diversity.

Action

This project does not propose any modifications or changes to existing upland or stream
corridors.

Biodiversity may be an important consideration when
special habitats (i.e., wetlands, threatened and
endangered species habitat) will be affected. The state
of the art for this issue is changing rapidly. CEQ
prepared guidance entitled, "Incorporating
Biodiversity Considerations Into Environmental
Impact Analysis Under the National Environmental
Policy Act,"
http://ceg.hss.doe.gov/publications/incomorating
biodiversity.html.

Statement, no
cause-effect

Thank you for the reference. This is discussed and disclosed in the Range, Botany, and
Wildlife sections of Chapter 3 of the DEIS.

For potential multiple use opportunities to be fully
realized, the relatively higher values for human
visitation and wildlife habitats should be recognized
within areas that are designated for visitation and
recreation. A breakdown of the economic, cultural,
and biological values in areas that are proposed for
grazing would be helpful to the affected public groups

and to decision-makers.

Analysis

Thank you for the recommendation. This project is not to determine the possibility of
multiple use. The decision was made during the 2009 Forest Plan revision. Chapter 3 of the
DEIS, Social, Economic, and Wildlife sections discuss and disclose the resource.
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NEPA requires that cumulative impacts be addressed
as a summary of the individual impacts of this and all
other past, present, and "reasonably foreseeable"
future projects, including activities on private adjacent
land irrespective of what agency/entity has decision-
making authority or analysis responsibility. In January
1997 the President's Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) published, "Considering Cumulative

4 Effects Under the National Environmental Policy
Act", guidance that provides a framework for
analyzing cumulative effects. In May 1997 EPA
published a document entitled, "Consideration of
Cumulative Effects in EPA Review of NEPA
Documents.” This document can be found at
http:/lwww.epa.gov/compliance/resources/policies/nep
alindex.html (Click on cumulative effects document
title).

Statement, no  [Thank you for the references. Please see Chapter 3 of the DEIS for a discussion of
cause-effect cumulative effects for each resource.
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EPA considers the following to be key steps in the

Comment/Concern

development of adequate cumulative effects analyses:
1) Determine resources or ecosystem components
resources most likely to be significantly impacted. Use
appropriate analysis area boundaries for the resource
and time period over which the cumulative effects
have occurred or will occur. 2) Identify other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions that
have had or are expected to have impacts in the same
area. Projects or activities evaluated should include
those undertaken by all entities on all land ownerships
in the analysis area. The baseline condition of the
resources of concern should include a description of
how conditions have changed over time and how they
are likely to change in the future with and without the
proposed action (include adequate evaluation vs.
benchmark or baseline or reference conditions; include
scientifically defensible threshold levels). 3) Expected
impacts should be evaluated, regardless of the agency
(Federal or non-Federal) or person that undertakes
such actions. All the direct and indirect effects that are
known, should be identified, a good faith effort should
be made to explain the effects that are not known but
are reasonably foreseeable. 4) Good cumulative effects
analysis requires close coordination among agencies
and the public to ensure that all past, present and
reasonably foreseeable future actions are considered.
Reasonably foreseeable future actions need to be
considered even if they are not specific proposals.
Criteria for excluding future actions from analysis
regards whether they are "speculative." Future actions
can be excluded from the analysis if: a) the action is
outside the geographic boundaries or time frame
established for the cumulative effects analysis; b) the
action will not affect resources of concern that are the
subject of the cumulative effects analysis; and c)
including the action would be arbitrary. 5) Overall
cumulative impacts should be determined, and
comparisons of cumulative impacts for the proposed
actions and the reasonable alternatives in relation to
the no action alternative and/or an environmental

Type of
Comment

Analysis

reference point should be provided.

Response to Comment/
How Comment was Addressed

cumulative effects for each resource.

'Thank you for the references. Please see Chapter 3 of the DEIS for a discussion of
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Included in the cumulative effects discussion should

be some detail on the methods used to assess and
4 predict cumulative impacts, a discussion of what is Analvsis Chapter 3 of the DEIS under each resource, is a section called Methodology which discusses

known versus what is predicted for the outside or y and discloses how their cumulative effects were conducted.

foreseeable projects, and the level of analysis used to

anticipate and predict effects for outside projects.

A summary listing of other projects occurring in the . This information is disclosed in Chapter 3 of the DEIS in a table outlining the past, present,
4 vicinity without the accompanying analysis is Analysis d blv f ble f ivities by land hi

insufficient. and reasonably foreseeable future activities by land ownership.

The cumulative effe_cts gnaly5|s should also include . Chapter 2 of the DEIS discloses the list of mitigation measures that are applicable to this
4 development of mitigation measures to reduce Analysis roiect

cumulative impacts. project.

Reducing cumulative effects requires repeated testing

of th_e effectlveness O.f mitigation measures through We agree. As part of the monitoring disclosed for this project in Chapter 2, we believe that

monitoring. Cumulative effects analysis, therefore, : ; . :

: . - : . . we will be able to assess the effectiveness of the actions. The proposed actions are ones that
4 should be an iterative process in which consequences |Action/Analysis . L .
o ; have been used on the Forest and by the Forest Service before and their efficacy is well

are assessed repeatedly following incorporation of Known

avoidance, minimization and compensation measures '

into alternatives.

The EIS should include descriptions of current range

management, including the size of allotments, number

and Iocatlon_ of pastures, number and k'.nd of hyestock, . This information is disclosed in the DEIS in Chapter 3, Range and Invasive Plants Section
4 current grazing strategy, number of Animal Unit Actions of the DEIS

Months (AUMS) permitted, on-off periods, utilization '

standards, and number and kind of improvements

(e.g., fencing, off stream watering).

EPA suggests that the EIS disclose historic rangeland

condition, comparing its current condition to past

baseline conditions (pre-settlement condition and/or . This information is disclosed in the Range and Invasive Plants Section of Chapter 3 in the
4 ; oy Alternative -

earlier, more degraded conditions), to evaluate how description of each allotment.

rangeland management practices have affected the

resource.
4 Recreation conflicts with livestock grazing should be Analysis The discussion and analysis of user conflicts between recreationists and livestock grazing

discussed.

can be found in Chapter 3, Recreation Section of the DEIS.
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Recreation values are enhanced for recreation
activities by maintaining and restoring natural
landscapes. Impacts from cattle and she_ep, their /At this time the forest has no educational materials specific to recreation conflicts with
manures, eroded streams, degraded springs and - A
riparian areas, and trampled wetlands all detract from . . livestock grazing in the area. .
4 S : . Action/Analysis The Beaverhead-Deerlodge Forest Plan in Chapter 4, under the Management Area
the recreation experience and will reduce both the L e - - - . . -
. descriptions identifies that visitors will encounter livestock in these areas. The Wisdom and
number of visitors to the Forest and reduce the value : . - - L : .
: . - . Wise River District offices can also provide information on what to expect in the area.
of their experiences. Education materials should
prepare recreation visitors for livestock conflicts in
areas that are grazed.
The allotment management plans should address the The number and value of recreation experiences without livestock is discussed and disclosed
4 number and value of recreation experiences with and Action/Analysis under the No Action Alternative in Chapter 3, Recreation Section. All other alternatives will
without continued livestock grazing. discuss and disclose this information with livestock (See Chapter 3, Recreation Section).
Impacts that are not monetized should be quantified
with other measures where possible or qualitatively
described. For example, impacts to wildlife
populations and habitat are difficult to monetize. By
displaying the wildlife habitat and other natural
resource benefits that now flow from grazing
allotments, as well as the potential uses for both We intend to address some financial impacts to the agency and the affected ranchers (See
grazing and other uses, it is possible for the public and Chapter 3, Social/Economic Section). All other impacts will be described in other sections of
decision-makers to compare the economic benefits and the environmental analysis to address issues raised during scoping, (ones that are not
4 costs alongside environmental and other effects. An  |Analysis monetized) and will be quantified with other measures where possible or will be

analysis should answer the broad questions of how to
best protect all human and natural resource values.
Even if there is substantial uncertainty associated with
the various effects, any information about the
likelihood and direction of impacts would be helpful
to reviewers of the document. A reasonable way to
compare monetary and non-monetary impacts is a
matrix that describes all impacts from various

proposed actions or alternatives.

qualitatively described. We will attempt to summarize the most significant financial and
non-monetized impacts to demonstrate the tradeoffs expected by selecting various
alternatives to help the deciding official and all reviewers of the document.
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Livestock grazing can result in adverse effects to
wildlife species native to Western lands. Elk and deer
have been shown to avoid livestock grazing allotments
when cattle are present and grazing itself alters their
habitats, particularly when over-grazed, in winter. If
areas are over-grazed by cattle during the growing
season, insufficient forage may remain for native
ungulates in winter and wildlife may decrease their
winter use of those lands.

Type of
Comment

Analysis

Response to Comment/
How Comment was Addressed

Impacts to elk from this project will be analyzed in detail in the DEIS Chapter 3, Wildlife
Section, including avoidance issues, and impacts to winter range

Impacts to both rare and more common small
mammals, birds, reptiles, and other native wildlife also
are likely from livestock grazing in critical wildlife
habitats and those species may be significant
components necessary for ecosystem and forage
health.

Analysis

Impacts to small mammals, birds, reptiles, and native wildlife are analyzed in relationship to
providing diversity as required by NFMA in the DEIS in Chapter 3, Wildlife Section.
General effects to wildlife habitats will be addressed in the DEIS in Chapter 3, Wildlife
Section.

The EIS should demonstrate coordination with the
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (FWS) and Montana
Department of Fish, Wildlife & Parks (MDFWP) to
address potential wildlife issues associated with the
grazing alternatives including; wildlife displacement;
impacts upon wildlife habitat; and impacts upon
sensitive species and species of special concern (e.g.,
fisher, wolverine, yellowstone cutthroat trout, lynx,
wolf, etc.), road access and wildlife security.

Analysis

Those agencies and people consulted with are listed in Chapter 4 of the DEIS. The outcome
of those consultations and the analysis associated with wildlife issues are discussed and
disclosed in Chapter 3 of the DEIS in the Wildlife Section.

Tradeoffs associated with various alternatives and
grazing options in regard to effects on wildlife and
their habitats should be described. For example,
understanding the effects of livestock forage removal
and competition with native wildlife is important
information, needed by DEIS reviewers to understand

the potential impacts to native wildlife species.

Analysis

Impacts to native wildlife are analyzed in relationship to providing diversity as required by
NFMA in the DEIS (See Chapter 3, Wildlife Section). General effects to wildlife habitats
will be addressed in the DEIS, Chapter 3 Wildlife Section.
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/A landscape scale perspective is generally appropriate
to evaluate wildlife habitats and impacts unless the
presence Of.blo.tlc species that inhabit a wide range of The temporal and spatial scale of analysis will be addressed in detail in the DEIS Chapter 3
landscapes indicates a need for a larger scale (e.g., . - : S .
4 - - - . Analysis for each resource. Indicator species as identified in the Forest Plan will be address where
wide-ranging predators or neo-tropical birds). Where o
- ' habitat is present.
indicator species are used, they should be
representative of discrete, specific habitats or
conditions.
The proposal is to manage based on PFC. | don't know L _—
5 if PEC has been done on the length of streams on the Analysis See Hydrology Section in Chapter 3 of the DEIS for stream monitoring methodology and
. protocol.
allotment making the AUL as proposed unknown.
The proposed actions are written to restrictive in their . The actions were proposed to help maintain and where appropriate improve the resources
5 Analysis : .
effects on the management of the resources. such as soil, water, and vegetation.
/A proposed number of cow calf pairs of 250 should be Thank you for your comment. Flexibility can be outlined through the Annual Operating
5 a range from 125 to 300 to allow changes in stocking |Alternative Instructions (AOI) process. The permitted numbers which are the maximum numbers
density. allowed are listed and used in the analysis.
A limit of 53 davs should be unnecessary with a head \We concur with your statement. As identified in the DEIS in Chapter 2, we list the
5 o Y y Alternative maximum number of days to be used within the SOU and allow the permittee to decide when
month limit. .
the best time would be to use the 53 days.
The documentation of cow calf doesn't .a"OW bulls to . 'The permitted numbers includes cows, calves, bulls, dry cows, horses, etc. This will be made
5 be turned out or dry cows in the way this document  |Alternative - . ; . :
clear in the narrative of actions common to all action alternatives.
reads (440 Head Months).
5 There are onlv 3 water tanks on the allotment Statement, no  We concur with your statement. This has been clarified to show that there is one solar pump
y ' cause-effect without a separate tank. The water is pumped up to one tank and gravity fed to another.
Exclosure’s - There was one at Pintler Creek Statement, no  [The fence existing at Pintler Campground is in need of repair and it will be the Forest
5 campground. The exclosure around the camp ground . Lo .
N cause-effect Service responsibility to make the repairs.
was destroyed by bug kill timber removal.
'The small pasture with recovery of the riparian area as This will be a special area used once every three years for up to 20 head months for up to 14
5 a goal was not meant as an exclosure or as permanent Alternative days with variable entry times. See Ch. 2, pgs. XX to XX allotment specific actions tables
(life of wire fence about 30 yrs). for details.
The proposal to build e fence to 4 wire is fine, the . Use the same language that we did for Bender and Pintler that these areas will be re-
5 Action .
word permanent and exclosure are not. evaluated for potential use at a later date based on PFC.
/As written the proposed actions are imposable to
5 manage for natures dramatic changes. Looser wording Alternative We have built in under Design Features/Mitigation Measure found in Chapter 2 of the DEIS,

would be better even though it is harder to define in
court.

to cover those natural events such as drought and flooding.
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5 ;—Irl]gtrr?]grﬁ some guestions of how much fence is on the Analysis Describe what is included in the fence miles (boundary, exclosure, drift, etc.).
I feel we need to take another look at the proposal to
rest every 3 years for the Ruby Creek Horse
6 Allotment. | request a meeting with Russ and Kevin  |Action Meeting is in the planning
Greenwood. | would like to go and see the allotment. |
feel the cut back is not needed.
I am working on submitting comments on the grazing
plans for these drainages. My comments will likely be Statement, no . .
! a few days late since they have to go through cause-effect Thank you for the information.
Bozeman first.
It is my opinion that riparian evaluations are not done We looked at the reference (USDA /Forest Service TR1737-15 on page 16) and this is not
to the PFt standards that are mentioned in your the protocol we used for this project. Proper Functioning Conditions (PFC’s) for the streams
document. In your USDA /Forest Service TR1737-15 within this project area were determined using the Riparian Management Objectives
8 on page 16 it shows that PFC is the starting point for |Action/Analysis (RMO’s) from the Forest Plan. The protocol we used to determine the hydrologic PFC is
wildlife values and does not meet fisheries values. The outlined in Chapter 3 in the Hydrology Section of the DEIS. PNC is a good indicator for the
goal for riparian areas should be Potential Natural plant community within the riparian area, but to determine PFC for a stream reach we also
Community (PNC). need to consider channel morphology characteristics.
The health of riparian areas is of concern to me, and as
I read through the introduction to this call for seeping \We agree that it is critical for the Riparian habitats to be healthy. The actions identified in
8 comments | don't see adequate focus on this habitat. It Statement, no  the Proposed Action and Alternative 4 will help to maintain and where appropriate improve
is a given understanding that there is no more valuable cause-effect the habitat. Actions such as fencing, season of use changes, and the site specific Allowable
habitat for wildlife than riparian areas. It is critical that Use Levels will improve protection for this habitat.
riparian ecosystems be healthy.
Sage grouse are mint'OQEd' but no IeI?]s zfe menr;uoned, Sage grouse are discussed and analyzed in Chapter 3 of the DEIS in the Wildlife Section. At
8 so | assume It Is inferred sage grouse habitat. The sage Analysis this time there are no known active leks on the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest.
grouse requirements are well documented, and should H . .
be evaluated as such. owever there are known leks outside the project area.
Determining PNC and ensuring that riparian areas
reach PNC should be a priority and a focus on woody . ._[In this DEIS we discuss the serial stage and climax vegetation not PNC in riparian or other
8 Action/Analysis

plant communities that exhibit vigor, multi-age, multi-

species should be expected.

areas because our protocol requires us to use serial and climax.
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Many of the streams in these allotments are 303d
listed streams, and in looking at the causes of these
impaired water ways-one reason for partially
supporting-aquatic life and cold water fisheries is Action We concur with your statement. As identified in the DEIS in Chapter 2 the Proposed Action
riparian grazing. Livestock need to stay out of riparian and Alternative 4 identify the actions being taken to protect the riparian areas.

areas. The only way is to fence them out and let the
riparian -areas recover. There is ample science that
supports this position.

Drought is huge, and not just this year. According to
the Palmer Drought Severity Index (considered most
effective for unirrigated cropland) the area of these
allotments has a long history of drought. 2000-extreme
drought, 2001 extreme, 2002 extreme, 2003 extreme,
2004 moderate, 2005 severe, 2006 normal, 2007 As identified in the DEIS in Chapter 2 of the DEIS, under Design Features/Mitigation

8 normal, 2008 normal, 2009 normal, 2010 normal, Analysis Measures, we have accounted for the different natural changes such as drought and flooding
2011 extreme, and 2012 extreme. Grazing permits as to make changes.

written are not responsive to these precipitation and
temperature fluctuations, and although language can
be written that says adjustments can be made, it is my
opinion that these grazing permits should be ritten as
prescriptive grazing allotments.

Please see the methodology section in the Range Section of Chapter 3 for monitoring of
riparian areas.

Monitoring of riparian should be data driven, not an

o Analysis
ocular estimation. y
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Governor Creek and tributaries: Upper Governor
Creek and tributaries including Indian Creek and
unnamed tributaries harbor some the last remaining
Westslope cutthroat trout populations in the upper Big
Hole. Trampling of cutthroat redds may be an issue in
these streams if livestock use overlaps with the
incubation period of cutthroat eggs. These streams are
also particularly sensitive to the potential impacts from
grazing because of their low gradient meadow-like
nature, as water is scarce later in the season and the
lush grass of the riparian areas is attractive to
livestock. Further, there are few willows or other
woody vegetation to provide bank stability or cover
for fish. Grazing Plans in this area should take these
considerations into account to reduce potential impacts
to cutthroat trout. Riparian exclosure fences, alteration
of the timing of use, or other measures may be
necessary to reduce potential impacts to these streams
and cutthroat trout.

Type of
Comment

Actions

Response to Comment/
How Comment was Addressed

Thank you for your comment. Based on our review of the temperature data and modeled
redd trampling, under Alternative 4 we have proposed an avoidance period of 7/1-8/25 for
pasture 4, which includes Governor Creek, and Indian Creek. See the DEIS Ch. 2, for
Alternative 4 details and in the Aquatics Section of Ch. 3 for analysis.

FWP encourages the Forest Service to continue to
actively monitor grazing activities to ensure the
proposed grazing plans satisfy the Forest Service's
aquatic and riparian standards. If they do not, then we
ask that you make necessary modifications to the
grazing plans so that these standards can be met in the
future.

Actions

Monitoring is part of the project as identified in the Proposed Action in Chapter 2 of the
DEIS. The information will be used to remove the livestock or make additional changes in
the Annual Operating Instructions.

FWP further encourages the Forest Service to seek
ways to limit livestock impacts to riparian areas
through fencing, development of off-stream watering
sources and modifying use patterns including the
timing of use, rest-rotation and number of AUMs to
reduce potential impacts to aquatic and riparian

Actions

resources.

As disclosed in the Proposed Action and Alternative 4, five allotments will have new
infrastructure (fencing, water, etc.), seven will have changes in grazing systems, the Season
of Use (SOU) will be reduced on five allotments, and the Head Months will be decreased on
seven allotments from 8,365 to 5,666 total.
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Type of
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Response to Comment/
How Comment was Addressed

Three years ago, FWP split Deer/EIk Hunting District
321 into two districts along Highway 43 between
Wisdom and Chief Joseph Pass. The district north of
this line to Pintler Creek is now Hunting District 334.
Table 1 on page 4 of the scoping document should be
updated to reflect this. Specifically, where Hunting
District 321 is listed for Pintlar Creek and Mussigbrod
Allotments, this should be changed to Hunting District
334.

Action

'The Hunting units identified are those reflected in the 2009 Beaverhead-Deerlodge National
Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan). For analysis purpose those are
the units that will be used. In the DEIS in the Wildlife Section in Chapter 3, we have
disclosed the change and how it was used in this project. The table was updated to reflect the
change in Hunt Units.

Due to the fact that birds and small mammals can
sometimes be trapped and drowned in water tanks,
FWP recommends that any new tanks be fitted with
wildlife escape ramps and existing tanks be retro-fitted
with ramps. There are numerous designs and
information that could be found on the internet about
this mitigation measure.

Action

Thank you for your comment. Design feature number 1, 6, and 7 in Chapter 2 of the DEIS,
has been updated to reflect this information for new and existing water features.

Where new fencing is to be constructed, FW P
encourages the use of fencing that allows for big game
passage and movement. VVanna Boccadori, Butte Area
Wildlife Biologist, is available for field site visits and
consultation to assist in this effort.

Action

Thank you for your comment. Design feature number 9, in Chapter 2 of the DEIS, identifies
the direction the Forest follows for big game movement.

Pintlar Creek: near the upstream end of Pintlar
Meadows there is significant bank instability and
erosion. While it is unclear if the cause of this
instability and erosion is grazing related, the current
use by livestock is not aiding in the recovery of the
area. FWP recommends the riparian area in this reach
of stream be excluded from grazing through fencing or
other means in the upper reaches of the meadow to
allow the stream banks to revegetate. Active measures
such as recontouring banks and planting willows and
other vegetation may expedite the recovery of the area.
It should be a high priority for restoration since this
area is within the Anaconda-Pintlar Wilderness.

Actions

Thank you for your comment. Alternative 4 as described in the DEIS in Chapter 2, proposes
to close this portion of the Pintlar for 10 years by reconstructing the existing fence. This will
give this area and other stream banks time to begin recovery.
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York Gulch: a riparian exclosure fence was
constructed on York Gulch to keep cattle from
accessing the riparian area of the stream. This fence,
however, has not been effective at keeping cows out. It
9 is unclear how cattle are gaining access to the stream,

but this fence needs to be repaired and/or modified so
it effectively excludes cattle from the stream. The
fence also needs to be maintained and monitored each
year to prevent cattle from entering the exclosure and
to remove cattle that find their way in.

This is an improvement maintenance compliance issue and is covered through term grazing
permit terms and conditions, and annual compliance monitoring. If cow’s are continuing to
Actions access this area we will follow the process outlined in the Forest Service Handbook for
Grazing Administration. If the cows are accessing the area from private lands, it will be
covered under our 36 CFR 261.7, for trespass regulations for livestock grazing.
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Appendix D - Forest Plan Consistency

Table D- 1 lists Forest Plan standards and explains how alternatives comply with the standard.

Table D- 2 lists additional management area standards and explains how alternatives comply with the standard.

Table D- 1 — Forest Plan Consistency

Idaho/Montana Airshed Group Operating Guide.

Resource | Standard Description Reference/Explanation
Air Quality
1 Meet smoke management requirements according to the | See Chapter 2, alternative descriptions. There are no proposed actions

involving any burning or smoke production.

American Indian Rights and Interests

Heritage resources determined eligible for listing in
the National Register of Historic Places will be
preserved in place, or a consensus determination of

See Ch. 3 Heritage section. National Register eligible sites will be
preserved in place or a consensus determination of No Adverse Effect.
Cultural resources inventory shall be conducted prior to any ground

use permits.

1 “no adverse effect” will be reached with the disturbing activities to identify cultural resource. Under the No
Montana SHPO, the Advisory Council on Historic Grazing Alternative once cattle are removed from the analysis area, the
Preservation, and appropriate Indian tribes. sites will be preserved in place.

Unplanr_1ed dISCOVGI’!ES of heritage resources during See Ch. 2, Design Features/Mitigation Measures and Ch.3 Heritage
project implementation shall cause project . S .

. . .. | section. Should cultural resources be identified during the course of
operations in the area of the discovery to cease until S . . .

2 . ) . project implementation, operations will cease and the South Zone
analysis and evaluation of the heritage resources are . . .

. . . - Archaeologist notified to complete resource documentation and
completed, including consultation with the Montana evaluation for eliqibilit
SHPO and appropriate Indian tribes. g Y
. . . See Ch. 2, Design Features/Mitigation. Under the No Grazing
Heritage protection measures will be added to all ; . .
; . Alternative there would be no permit, therefore there would be nothing
3 appropriate contracts, sales documents, and special

added. For all other alternatives language on appropriate heritage
protection measures are included in all grazing permits.

Aquatic Resources

D-1




North and West Big Hole AMPs
Final Environmental Impact Statement

Appendices

Resource Standard Description Reference/Explanation
Riparian Conservation Area (RCA) -1 Any activity in
RCAs shall be designed to enhance, restore, or maintain
the physical and biological characteristics of the RCA by
implementing the following requirements. Activitiesin  The Design/Mitigation Features identified in Ch. 2 and the analysis in
RCAs, that meet or exceed riparian management oy 3 djsclose that all alternatives will comply with this standard. The
objectives (RMOs), must be designed to maintain existing |\, Grazing Alternative will have the fastest rate of RCA recovery
stream function. . .
L . because it removes the form of disturbance from the RCA. The Current
Activities in RCAs that are not meeting RMOs shall Management has a streambank disturbance designed to provide recovery
1 include a restoration component, commensurate with . .
the scope of the activity affecting the fishery, which at a very slo_vv pace. The Proposed Action and Alternative 4 have more
trends towards accomplishing desired stream function, restrictive disturbance standards then the Current Management which
as part of the project. will facilitate faster recovery. Alternative 4 has the added infrastructure
Activities in RCAs shall not result in long-term such as fencing of stream area that are non-functioning, and an
degradation to aquatic conditions. Limited short-term avoidance period for applicable allotments.
effects from activities in the RCA may be acceptable
when outweighed by the long-term benefits to the RCA
and aquatic resources.
Evaluate the risks of aquatic nuisance /exotic species Cattle are not thought to be vectors transporting Aquatic Nuisance
2 introduction as part of project analysis (Scale — Project .
area). Species
Snow courses, snow pack telemetry sites, and precipitation
3 gauges will be protected from project activity including There are no activities proposed that might impact snow courses, snow
maintenance of an adequate buffer to maintain reliability  pack telemetry sites or precipitation gauges in the Project area.
(Scale — Project Area).
\Watersheds that provide water for public water supplies
(i.e. where waters are classified by the State of Montana as
4 IA-Closed or A-1) shall be managed to meet State water There are no municipal watersheds in the project area, so this project is
quality standards established for protection of drinking consistent with this standard.
water quality and be consistent with applicable source
water protection plans.
New activities within known sensitive amphibian breeding
sites and natal areas during breeding and juvenile rearing ~ [Since grazing has been conducted and permitted in the project area for
5 periods will not cause a threat to population viabilityora  |decades, it is not considered a new management activity and is
trend toward federal listing (Scale - Breeding sites and consistent with this standard
natal areas identified at the project level).
New management activities in Restoration Key Since grazing has been conducted and permitted in the project area for
6 Watersheds will be consistent with recovery of desired decades, it is not considered a new management activity and is

aquatic systems.

consistent with this standard
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Resource

Standard Description

Reference/Explanation

Guidance defined in 16.2 — Section 1 (Permit
IAdministration) of Beaverhead-Deerlodge Supplement
No. 2209.13-98-1 to the Grazing Permit Administration
Handbook Title 2209.13 will become mandatory rather
than discretionary in Fish Key Watersheds when grazing
contributes to degraded westslope cutthroat or bull trout
stream conditions, and there is non- compliance with
livestock grazing standards; or other aspects of livestock
grazing permits terms and conditions.

in those allotment that are not meeting the new standards, have WCT

WCT or Bull Trout stream conditions. Thus this standard will be met

Grazing will occur in fish key watersheds and thus will be mandatory

or Bull Trout, and it is shown that grazing is contributing to degraded

New projects will have a beneficial effect or no
measurable negative effect on westslope cutthroat or
bull trout in Fish Key Watersheds. Short term negative
effects are acceptable if outweighed by long term
benefits.

decades, it is not considered a new management activity and is
consistent with this standard

Since grazing has been conducted and permitted in the project area for

Restoration projects should correct existing
problems, not mitigate effects created by proposed
activities (WR 3).

This project is not considered a restoration project, so it is consistent
with this standard.

10

If the only suitable location for incident bases, camps,
helibases, staging areas, helispots and other centers for
incident activities are within the RCA, an exemption may
be granted following a review and recommendation by a
resource advisor. The line officer will prescribe the
location, use conditions, and rehabilitation requirements
with avoidance of adverse effects to native fish and
sensitive aquatic species as a primary goal.

Because there are no incident activities occurring as part of this
proposed project, the project is consistent with this standard.

11

Monitor water quality and aquatic resources in fish key
watersheds where chemical retardant, foam, or additives
are delivered to surface waters. Monitoring should take
place as soon as conditions allow for safe access.

Because there are no fire suppression activities occurring as part of
this project proposal, the project is consistent with this standard
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Resource

Standard Description

Reference/Explanation

12

Require instream flows and habitat conditions for
hydroelectric and other surface water development
proposals to maintain or restore riparian resources,
favorable channel conditions, fish passage, reproduction,
and growth. Coordination will occur with the USFWS,
other federal, state, and local agencies. (LH 1).

During re-licensing of hydroelectric projects, provide
written and timely license conditions to the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC) , that require fish passage
and flows and habitat conditions that maintain/restore
riparian resources and channel integrity. Coordinate re-
licensing projects with the appropriate state agencies.

Because there are no hydroelectric or other surface water development
activities proposed, the project is consistent with this standard.

13

Locate new hydroelectric ancillary facilities for existing
permits, outside RCAs. For existing ancillary facilities
inside the RCA essential to proper management, provide
recommendations to FERC to assure the facilities would
not prevent attainment of the desired stream function and
adverse effects on native fish and sensitive aquatic species
are avoided. Where these objectives cannot be met,
provide recommendations to FERC that such ancillary
facilities should be relocated. Locate, operate, and
maintain hydroelectric facilities that must be located in
RCAs to avoid effects that would retard or prevent
attainment of the desired stream function and avoid
adverse effects on native fish and sensitive aquatic species
(LH 2).

Because there are no hydroelectric ancillary facilities proposed, the
project is consistent with this standard

14

Grazing practices that prevent attainment of desired
stream function, or are likely to adversely affect
threatened or endangered species, or adversely impact
sensitive species, are modified to attain desired stream
function or population objectives (GM 1).

The Design/Mitigation Features identified in Ch. 2 and the analysis in
Ch.3 disclose that all alternatives will comply with this standard. The
No Grazing Alternative will have the fastest rate of RCA recovery
because it removes the form of disturbance from the RCA. The
Current Management has a streambank disturbance designed to
provide recovery at a very slow pace. The Proposed Action and
/Alternative 4 have more restrictive disturbance standards then the
Current Management which will facilitate faster recovery. Alternative
4 has the added infrastructure such as fencing of stream area that are

non-functioning, and an avoidance period for applicable allotments.
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Resource Standard Description Reference/Explanation
Locate new livestock handling and/or management
facilities outside of Riparian Conservation Areas. For Existing fences and stock water facilities are designed to protect
15 ?:X'Stmg livestock handling facilities inside Riparian RCAs a?nd limit cattle access to RCAs so these co%nply WiH[h this
onservation Areas, assure facilities do not prevent
. . . standard.
attainment of desired stream function. Relocate or close
facilities where these objectives cannot be met (GM 2).
The Design/Mitigation Features identified in Ch. 2 and the analysis in
Ch.3 disclose that all alternatives will comply with this standard. The
Lo - . . . No Grazing Alternative will have the fastest rate of RCA recovery
' : : urrent Management has a streambank disturbance designed to
:
aquatic species (GM 3) Alternative 4 have more restrictive disturbance standards then the
' Current Management which will facilitate faster recovery. Alternative
4 has the added infrastructure such as fencing of stream area that are
non-functioning, and an avoidance period for applicable allotments.
If a notice of intent indicates a mineral operation would be
located in an RCA, the effects of the activity on native fish
and sensitive aquatic species is considered in the
determination of significant surface disturbance pursuant to
17 36 CFR 228.4. For operations in an RCA, operators take all |Mineral operations are not in the proposed project, so the project is
practicable measures to maintain, protect, and rehabilitate  iconsistent with this standard.
fish and wildlife habitat, which may be affected by the
operations. Bonding requires the cost of stabilizing,
rehabilitating, and reclaiming the area of operation will be
covered (MM 1).
\Where no alternative to placing facilities in RCAs exists,
facilities are located and constructed in ways that avoid
impacts to RCAs and streams and adverse effects on
18 native fish and sensitive aquatic species. Where no Mineral operations are not in the proposed project, so the project is

alternative to road construction exists, roads are kept to the
minimum necessary for the approved mineral activity.
Roads no longer required for mineral or land management

activities are closed, revegetated, or obliterated (MM 2).

consistent with this standard.
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Standard Description

Reference/Explanation

19

Solid and sanitary waste facilities in RCAs are prohibited.
If no alternative to locating mine waste (waste rock, spent
ore, tailings) facilities in RCAs exists, releases can be
prevented, and stability can be ensured, then (MM 3):
/Analyze the waste material using the best conventional
sampling methods and analytic techniques to determine its
chemical and physical stability characteristics.

Locate and design the waste facilities using the best
conventional techniques to ensure mass stability and
prevent the release of acid or toxic materials. If the best
conventional technology is not sufficient to prevent such
releases and ensure stability over the long term, prohibit
such facilities in Riparian Conservation

Areas.

Monitor waste and waste facilities to confirm predictions
of chemical and physical stability, and make adjustments
to operations as needed to avoid adverse effects to native
fish and sensitive aquatic species and to attain desired
stream function.

Reclaim and monitor waste facilities to assure chemical
and physical stability and re-vegetation to avoid adverse
effects to native fish and sensitive aquatic species, and to
attain the desired stream function.

Reclamation bonds are adequate to ensure long-term
chemical and physical stability and successful re-
\vegetation of disturbed areas and mine waste facilities.

Mineral operations are not in the proposed project, so the project is
consistent with this standard.

20

Sand and gravel mining and extraction within
RCAs are prohibited (MM 5).

Mineral operations are not in the proposed project, so the project is
consistent with this standard.

21

Provide and maintain fish passage at new, replacement,
and reconstructed road crossings of existing and potential
fish- bearing streams, unless barriers are determined
beneficial for native fish and/or sensitive aquatic species
conservation (RF 5).

Reconstruction of road crossings are not in the proposed project, so the
project is consistent with this standard.

22

Complete watershed analysis prior to constructing roads
or landings in RCAs within fish or restoration key

watersheds (RF 2a).

Road and landing construction are not in the proposed project, so the

project is consistent with this standard
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\Where adjustments of recreation use impacts on desired : : : : S

23 stream fu:lction are not successful termiFr)late activity or Recreation use Is not in the proposed project, so the project is
occupancy (RM 1) consistent with this standard.

o ﬁgﬁg‘;i‘oﬂi‘?‘;‘;ﬂe@ﬁﬂd dteos?r'gg?ti::r: ?Sn?:?i%lrlwe:ng a Chemical pesticides and toxicants use is not in the proposed project,
avoids adverse biological effects (RA 3) S0 the project is consistent with this standard.
Project related storage of fuels and toxicants within
Riparian Conservation Areas is prohibited. Refuelin : .

25 wi?hin Riparian Conservation Afeas is prohibited exgept The_re are no p_rOJeCt re_Iated_storage of fuels and toxicants, so the
for emergency situations, in which case refueling sites project is consistent with this standard.
must have an approved spill containment plan (RA 4).

26 Fuelwood cutting and salvage in RCAs will not prevent or  |[Fuelwood cutting and salvage are not in the proposed project, so the
retard attainment of desired stream function (TM 1a). project is consistent with this standard.
\Vegetation and/or fuel management prescriptions in RCAs
will be for the purpose of restoring, enhancing, or
protecting the physical and biological characteristics of the
RCA including Riparian Management Objectives. . . .

”7 Vegetation ang /Orr]ﬂuel treatmer?ts or the qurpose of Vegetation and fuel management are not in the proposed project, so the
protecting urban interface, private property and other project is consistent with this standard.
investment, and public safety in RCA’s shall be designed
S0 as not to prevent the attainment of desired stream
function (TM 1).
Complete the evaluation of on-going activities in Fish
Key Watersheds. Activities or conditions inconsistent . . . . .

28 with goals and objectives will be identified within 3 years renmile creek in partion of fish key watershed and covered in

and timeframes for implementation of mitigation will be
identified.

Deep Creek watershed analysis.

Fire Management

\Wildland fire use plans shall be developed in

Fuel management is not in the proposed project, so the project is

1 coordination with the appropriate county, state, tribal, . . .
and other federal agencies. consistent with this standard.
5 Wildland fire use is an available tool for all unplanned Fuel management is not in the proposed project, so the project is

ignitions.

consistent with this standard.

Heritage Resources
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Heritage resources determined eligible for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places will be preserved in
1 wﬁfzeo:ezgﬁen;wﬁﬁstﬁgtﬁzgnr:?;r:;ogﬁ;Onihidfgifsg?;a No TCP’s have been identified within the analysis area.
Council on Historic Preservation, and appropriate Indian
tribes.
) ) ) ] Cultural resources inventory shall be conducted prior to any ground
Unplanned Idlscoverl_es o;hﬁrltage resources during disturbing activities to identify cultural resource. National Register
5::];[‘?&' g}ptﬁg'gigfg:/%? stg C;:S‘fﬁr':’tri?fnc;oggz::gns N eligible sites will be preserved in place or a consensus determination of
2 evaluation of the heritage [eSOUICES are con)WlpIete q No Adverse Effect. Should cultural resources be identified during the
including consultation with the Montana SHPO and course of project implementation, operations will cease and the South
appropriate Indian tribes. Zone Archaeologist notified to complete resource documentation and
evaluation for eligibility.
Heritage protection measures will be added to all : : . : :
3 appmr?riarée contracts, sales documents, and special use Langua_ge on appropriate heritage protection measures are included in
oermits ' ' all grazing permits.
Infrastructure
Facility Design: Use the Rocky Mountain and Great Plains . - . .
. . . : The project does not propose any new buildings, thus this standard is
1 lszes(:t;i%s (get:ezggull)t E?\QESR:ZIZ r:]tt Ifr:fgz\i:ggi’]e(r?tso?'a‘ met. Specific design criteria for scenery for fences, water tanks, and
recreati;)n sités, adn;inistrative sites, and approval of _pI?eIlnes are disclosed in Ch. 2 an(élj W('j” altow the proposed
special use structures and facility design. Infrastructure to meet scenery standards.
Lands
Energy transmission facilities shall be located only in
. gﬁf‘;%n:rtr?rilj’:itgig?}g'ﬁ:ﬁ;g?f’{‘hggazeogglr%g?g'dor Energy transmission facilities are not in the proposed project, so the
Energy gathering or distribution facilities may be located project is consistent with this standard.
outside of designated corridors.
\Wireless telecommunication facilities shall be located in
) gﬁ;'v%ga;ﬁdtﬁ:ﬂ?ﬁt'y%;ﬁ? dsc::e:n?jng;:\xzrfiggigzr;i o |Wireless telecommunication facilities are not in the proposed project, so

map. Exceptions may be made for non-ground disturbing

temporary facilities that are in place for less than one year.

the project is consistent with this standard.
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Reference/Explanation

Comply with direction in USDA Forest Service Designation
of Section 368 Energy Corridors on National Forest System
Land in 10 Western States Decision by Secretary of
IAgriculture To Amend Land Management Plans Described
as the Environmentally Preferred Alternative January 14,
2009.

Energy corridors are not in the proposed project, so the project is
consistent with this standard.

Livestock Grazing

The interim standards in Table 6 apply to livestock grazing
operations unless or until specific long-term objectives,
prescriptions, or allowable use levels have been designed
through individual resource management plans or site-
specific NEPA decisions; for example, revised allotment
management plans or wilderness management plans.

These interim standards are designed to prevent reduction
of existing water quality or physical or biological
functions of riparian-wetland areas from management
activities. The standards are a means to assure use
remains at levels that maintain existing riparian-wetland
function. The maximum utilization, minimum stubble
height or minimum streambank standards may be
incorporated in livestock annual operating plans. In
streams containing 90% or greater, genetically pure
westslope cutthroat trout (or other genetic purity
requirement as defined by Montana State Westslope
Cutthroat Trout Conservation Strategy or Federal
Recovery Plan), managers must use the interim standard
for WCT in Table 6. Interim standards apply to the
following situations:

Any allotment management plan lacking riparian
management objectives and guides designed specifically
for that allotment. Any riparian recreation site used
primarily by recreation stock.

/Any outfitter operation where stock are grazed in a
riparian area that lacks a specific riparian grazing strategy

in the annual operating plan.

As disclosed in the Analysis section of the DEIS for Range in Ch. 3, the
implementation of the actions being proposed and the mitigation/design
features for all alternatives except the No Grazing alternative, would
result in beneficial effects to rangeland vegetation, which would help
maintain, or improve, existing riparian-wetland function and rangeland
health, and thus this standard would be met. Because the No Grazing
alternative involves the removal of livestock from the project area, this
would result in beneficial effects to rangeland vegetation, which would
help maintain, or improve, existing riparian-wetland function.
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As disclosed in Ch.3 of the DEIS in the Rang and Invasive Plans and
- . . . Recreation sections, developed recreation sites are fenced and not
Domestic livestock grazing will not be allowed in considered as suitable range. With the implementation of the
2 developed recreation sites unless specifically - T . . .
oermitted. dg5|gn/m|t|gat|on features and actions belng propos_ed, this stand'ard
will be met. Under the No Grazing alternative no livestock grazing
would occur within the project area, thus meeting this standard.
The No Grazing alternative would be consistent with this standard
because the livestock would be removed, thus not impacting special
area or needing to identify special areas. The Current Management
o ... . jlternative would not meet this standard because special criteria would
Q':‘;ggggtl r:rir;igglﬂinéspmtsnvq"ég (;g\‘jvr;“\flvyhsgg'imgg;e”a not be identified to limit grazing use on special areas such as wet
3 grazing at certain times of the years or under certain meadows. The Pr_oposed Action alternative and Alternative 4 would be
conditions is necessary to protect resources. consistent with thlg standard be(_:ause proposed aIIowab_Ie use _Ievels,_an_d
other proposed actions under this alternative would be identified to limit
grazing use of special areas where needed. See Ch. 2 for
design/mitigation features, actions being proposed, and Ch. 3 Range
Analysis for specific details.
Under the No Grazing alternative term grazing permits would be
Base Property Requirement - ownership of facilitiesand  fterminated; therefore, there would be no need for base property
land capable of producing feed for livestock 50% of the requirements. The Current Management, Proposed Action and
4 time permitted livestock are not grazing on National Alternative 4 alternatives would be consistent with this standard

Forest, will be demonstrated before issuing grazing
permits.

because range permittees would be required to meet qualification
requirements outlined in FSH 2209.13 before grazing permits are
reissued.

Minerals, Oil, and Gas

Use the following table to describe the lease terms and
prescribe stipulations for the Beaverhead Unit. Appendix

/Actions associated with minerals, oil, and gas is not in the proposed

! B contains detailed language. (see Forest Plan Chapter 3,  |project, so the project is consistent with this standard.

page 27).

Q?IBI/;:\évb:?tae?aisgsljal:g;gir{g28;L€ii2dng§csi:gg\sllt§rt /Actions associated with minerals, oil, and gas, including new roads is
2 . 85 P not in the proposed project, so the project is consistent with this

of the Forest Service permanent transportation standard

system. )

/Actions associated with minerals, oil, and gas, including drill pads is

3 All drill pads will be obliterated. not in the proposed project, so the project is consistent with this

standard
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| Standard Description

| Reference/Explanation

Recreation and Travel Management

1

Permanent road construction is not allowed in
summer non- motorized allocations or in areas
evaluated for wilderness potential.

/Actions associated with road construction are not a part of the
proposed project, so the project is consistent with this standard.

Motorized vehicles are not allowed in summer or winter
non- motorized allocations except for permitted or
administrative use.

/Actions associated with changes in motorized vehicle use in summer or
winter non-motorized allocations are not a part of the proposed project,
so the project is consistent with this standard.

Restrict year-round, wheeled motorized travel to

designated routes or areas.

\Where routes have not been designated through site specific
travel planning, restrict motorized vehicles to open
motorized routes identified on the Forest Plan Interim Roads
and Trails Inventory GIS Layer displayed on page 53.
Motorized wheeled travel on routes leading to identified
dispersed campsites is allowed. Exceptions may be
authorized for:

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for any

military, fire, search and rescue, or law enforcement
vehicle used for emergency purposes.

Authorized motorized wheeled cross-country travel is
limited to official administrative duties or emergency
services such as, fire suppression, prescribed fire, noxious
weed control, vegetation restoration, surveying, and law
enforcement.

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for other
government entities on official administrative business as
authorized through the normal permit processes or a
memorandum of understanding.

Motorized wheeled cross-country travel for lessees and
permittees limited to terms described in the federal lease
or permit.

/Actions associated with changes in year-round, wheeled motorized
travel is not a part of the proposed project, so the project is consistent
with this standard.

Extreme sport courses such as motocross trails, technical
mountain bike courses, and motor vehicle challenge
routes will not be constructed.

/Actions associated with extreme sport courses such as motocross trails
are not a part of the proposed project, so the project is consistent with
this standard.
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New outfitter and guide permits or increases in existing
permits, will be only be made based on need,
administrative capability, and a suitable mix of guided
?gg;‘;aage”é‘;;‘;g;‘;'S't‘ijg;picﬁz g]‘?;em;i‘;gybay type of Actions associated with new outfitter and guide permits or increases in
S activity and/or season of use. Capacity validation will be eX'St.mtg F)terqlr;[str?r € r][otg pgrt of the proposed project, so the project is
made on an area-specific basis when the general consistent wi IS Standard.
forestwide capacity determination does not adequately
address the management situation. Heli-skiing operations
will not be permitted.
New recreation resorts or residence tracts will not be /Actions associated with new recreation resort or residence tracts are not
6 permitted, nor will permits be issued for unoccupied a part of the proposed project, so the project is consistent with this
tracts or lots. standard.
Manage summer non-motorized allocations for either a /Actions associated with changes in summer non-motorized allocations
7 primitive or semi-primitive non-motorized setting from are not a part of the proposed project, so the project is consistent with
May 16 thru December 1, (page 54). this standard.
Manage winter non-motorized allocations for a primitive or JActions associated with changes in winter non-motorized allocations
8 semi- primitive non-motorized setting from December 2 |are not a part of the proposed project, so the project is consistent with
thru May 15, (page 55). this standard.
Manage summer backcountry allocations for a semi- /Actions associated with changes in summer backcountry allocations
9 primitive motorized setting from May 16 thru are not a part of the proposed project, so the project is consistent with
December 1, (page 54). this standard.
Manage recommended Wilderness for primitive or /Actions associated with changes in winter non-motorized allocations
10 semi- primitive non-motorized settings and protect are not a part of the proposed project, so the project is consistent with
\Wilderness character. this standard.
1 Commercial timber harvest is prohibited in recommended  |Actions associated with commercial timber harvest are not a part of
Wilderness. the proposed project, so the project is consistent with this standard.
12 Road construction is not permitted in recommended /Actions associated with road construction are not a part of the
Wilderness. proposed project, so the project is consistent with this standard.
Wheeled or motorized vehicles designed for the primary |a ¢igns associated with wheeled or motorized vehicles in Wilderness
purpose of transporting people, except for wheel chairs, . S .
13 areas are not a part of the proposed project, so the project is consistent

are prohibited in recommended wilderness except for

permitted or administrative uses.

with this standard.

Scenic Resources

D-12




North and West Big Hole AMPs
Final Environmental Impact Statement

Appendices

Resource

Standard Description

Reference/Explanation

\Where no minimum SIOs are identified by landscape or
management area - prior to the completion of a forestwide
scenic integrity map — the objectives for scenery shall be
determined by procedures outlined in the Landscape
IAesthetics Handbook, Agricultural Handbook No. 701.
The analysis shall use the

Scenic Concern Level List in Appendix A, Scenic
Attractiveness GIS layer, and the Scenery Integrity Level
Matrix below. (See Forest Plan Chapter 3, page 33).

Under the No Grazing alternative there would be no grazing activities.
Existing scenic integrity would be maintained and would improve
once facilities are no longer in place. In the remaining three
alternatives the existing scenic integrity level is maintained and or
improved depending on the specific design/mitigation feature such as
using earth tone colors for the water tanks. The SIO’s will also be met
or exceeded in the short and/or long term. See Ch.3 Scenery analysis.

Projects in non-motorized and summer backcountry
allocations will be designed to meet a minimum SIO of
Moderate. Use the Scenic Concern Level List in
IAppendix A, Forestwide Scenic Attractiveness GIS
layer, and Scenic Integrity Level Matrix above to
determine a site specific SIO. Project-level analysis may
determine a higher SIO to be appropriate.

Under the No Grazing alternative there would be no grazing activities.
Existing scenic integrity would be maintained and would improve once
facilities are no longer in place. In the remaining three alternatives the
existing scenic integrity level is maintained and or improved
depending on the specific design/mitigation feature such as using earth
tone colors for the water tanks. The SIO’s will also be met or exceeded
in the short and/or long term. See Ch.3 Scenery analysis.

Projects in foreground areas of scenic byways, national
scenic trails or wild and scenic rivers will be designed to
meet the SIO of at least High.

Under the No Grazing alternative there would be no grazing activities.
Existing scenic integrity would be maintained and would improve once
facilities are no longer in place. In the remaining three alternatives the
existing scenic integrity level is maintained and/or improved
depending on the specific design/mitigation feature such as using earth
tone colors for the water tanks. The SIO’s will also be met or exceeded
in the short and/or long term. See Ch.3 Scenery analysis.

Soils

'The most current Region 1 Soil Quality Standards are
adopted as forest plan soil standards.

Soil detrimental disturbance is currently well under the threshold of
15% and is expected to remain relatively constant at the current level
under all alternatives, thus meeting this standard. See Ch. 3, Soils
section for supporting analysis.

Ground based yarding shall not be allowed on slopes
exceeding 35% without site-specific environmental
analysis that shows damage is unlikely and soil goals and

objectives can be met.

/Actions associated with ground based yarding are not a part of the
proposed project, so the project is consistent with this standard.
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| Standard Description

| Reference/Explanation

Special Designations

Research Natural Areas or Special Interest Areas will be
managed in accordance with their individual management

There are no Research Natural Areas or Special Interest Areas
identified in the project area. Actions associated with Research Natural

1 plans in addition to the regulations (36 CFR 251.23), and A Special Interest A i t of th q act
the policy (FSM 4063 and 2370) pertaining to these reas or special Interest Areas are not a part ot the proposed project,
areas. so the project is consistent with this standard. See Ch. 2 for details.
\S/\t/ﬁggﬁ ddgtggmlnéfvzsbzgi\,%iiﬁligogrg:géfgg?g rl#:ijr?tratize There are no streams determined to be eligible for the Wild and Scenic

) Outstandingly Remarkable Values, Standards for River Act in the project area. Actions associated with eligible streams

protection are provided in Forest Service Manual
1909.12.8.2.

are not a part of the proposed project, so the project is consistent with
this standard. See Ch. 2 for details.

Timber Management

On lands suitable for timber production, even aged harvest
may occur only upon a finding that it is the appropriate and
optimum method for the timber type and will contribute to
meeting vegetative objectives for the site. Such harvest
must be consistent with the protection of soil, watershed,
fish, wildlife, recreation, and aesthetic resources. Harvest
areas shall be blended to the extent practicable with the
natural terrain.

/Actions associated with lands suitable for timber production are not a
part of the proposed project, so the project is consistent with this
standard.

On lands suitable for timber production, the maximum size
of openings created by one regeneration harvest operation
shall not exceed 40 acres. Exceptions can be made where a
natural event, such as fire, insect, disease, or windthrow
created an undesirable opening. A regeneration harvest
larger than 40 acres may be allowed after public notice, and
review and approval by the officer one level above the
responsible official. This only applies to harvest on suitable
timber lands for timber production activities.

/Actions associated with lands suitable for timber production are not a
part of the proposed project, so the project is consistent with this
standard.
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Standard Description

Reference/Explanation

On lands suitable for timber production, even aged
management regeneration harvest shall not occur unless the
stand has reached the culmination of mean annual
increment. An exception occurs where the primary purpose
of treatment is for wildlife enhancement, visual
enhancement, riparian area improvement or public safety or
protection of property. The culmination of mean annual
increment of growth requirement does not apply to cutting

/Actions associated with lands suitable for timber production are not a

3 for experimental or research purposes: to non-regeneration part of the proposed project, so the project is consistent with this
harvests, such as thinning or other stand improvement standard.
measure; to management of uneven aged stands or to stands
under uneven aged silvicultural system; and to salvage or
sanitation harvesting of timber stands which are
substantially damaged by events such as fire, insects,
disease or windthrow. This only applies to harvest on
suitable timber lands for timber production activities.
/Actions associated with lands suitable for timber production such as the
Replace natural barriers to livestock movement replacement of natural barriers for Iivestoclg once timber h_as bgen
4 removed by harvest activities with some other barrier. removed, are not  part of the proposed project, so the project is
consistent with this standard. See Appendix Al for location of drift
fences.
YrYehiﬂtttﬁzss aSLealclugéoma;dhé%esﬂgzb:w;;i‘;‘;g‘;rs‘szk;ff;xes Actions associated with lands suitable for timber production are not a
5 the technology and knowledge exists to adequately restock part of the proposed project, so the project is consistent with this
the lands. standard.
The following Timber Harvest Classification Protocol Actions associated with lands suitable for timber production are not a
6 establishes where timber harvest is not allowed and where part of the proposed project, so the project is consistent with this

timber harvest is permitted to meet other resource
objectives. (See Forest Plan Chapter 3, pages 39-42.

standard.
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| Standard Description

| Reference/Explanation

\Vegetation

Mechanical vegetation treatments and prescribed fire in
old growth stands (see Glossary) do not reduce the age
and number of large trees and basal area below the
‘minimum criteria’ required for Eastern Montana old
growth in Green et al., Table 3. Removing hazardous
fuels within old growth stands is allowed if conducted in
a manner that meets this requirement. This requirement
does not apply to hazard tree removal and other public
safety needs.

/Actions associated with lands suitable for timber production, including
those suitable for mechanical vegetation treatment are not a part of the
proposed project, so the project is consistent with this standard.

Silvicultural examinations and prescriptions will be
required prior to timber manipulation or silvicultural
treatment. Exceptions are allowed for removal of trees
that block vision along roads, removal of hazard trees,
clearing of rights-of-way, clearing for mineral
development, Christmas tree sales in encroachment
areas, and removal of firewood.

/Actions associated with lands suitable for timber production such as
silvicultural examinations and prescriptions are not a part of the
proposed project, so the project is consistent with this standard.

\Wildlife Habitat

From October 15 to December 1 Hunting Units that
exceed the open motorized road and trail density
objective will have no net increase in designated open
motorized road and trail mileage (Scale - Hunting Units
on National Forest lands).

All of the alternatives are consistent with Plan direction for this
standard because it does not change open motorized road and trail
mileage.

Landscapes that exceed the open motorized road and trail
objective will have no net increase in designated open
motorized road and trail mileage (Scale — Landscapes on

National Forest System lands).

IAll of the alternatives are consistent with Plan direction for this
standard because it does not change open motorized road and trail

mileage.
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Mechanical vegetation treatments will:

Retain all snags greater than 20 inches dbh (except for
hazard trees).

In addition, do not reduce the number of snags greater
than 15.0 inches dbh per acre in treatment units below the
levels shown in Table 12, calculated as an average for the
total treatment unit acreage in a project area. This
calculation allows variability among treatment units,
which produces a more natural clumpy distribution. (See
Forest Plan Chapter 3, page 48).

If there are insufficient snags in treatment units, live trees
in the same size class must be retained and counted
towards the snag requirement. These would be in addition
to any requirements of standard 4.

'These per acre requirements do not apply to the treatment
units if analysis shows the levels of snags will be met for
the project area as a whole.

If, in the project area as a whole, there are insufficient live
trees and/or snags greater than 15.0 inches dbh, the
standard is deemed complied with by retention of the
existing live trees and/or snags greater than 15.0 inches dbh
in the treatment units.

IAll of the alternatives are consistent with Plan direction for this
standard because this project does not propose any mechanical
\vegetation treatments.

Do not reduce the number of live trees greater than 10.0
inches dbh per acre in regeneration harvest treatment units
(to provide future snags) below the levels shown in Table
13 on the next page [of the Forest Plan]. (See Forest Plan
Chapter 3, page 49).

All of the alternatives are consistent with Plan direction for this standard
because this project does not propose removal of live trees.

Sheep allotments in the Gravelly Landscape that become
vacant will be closed to sheep grazing or the vacant
allotment may be used by an existing Gravelly Landscape
sheep permittee, with no increase in permitted use (Scale -
Gravelly Landscape).

/All of the alternatives are consistent with Plan direction for this standard
because this project has no sheep allotments and is not located in the
Gravelly Landscape; it is in the Big Hole Landscape. See Ch. 2 for
details.

The Grizzly Bear Amendment applies to only the
Beaverhead- portion of the BDNF and is incorporated as

Appendix G (USDA 2006b).

See Wildlife section of the DEIS for updated information on the projects

compliance with new
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Reference/Explanation

'The Northern Rockies Lynx Management Direction
(2007) is included in Appendix G, and will apply to the
BDNF as described in the Northern Rockies Lynx
Management Record of Decision.

All the alternatives are consistent with the NRLMD. See Appendix B 7
for details and the wildlife section in Ch. 3

\Within 18 kilometers of documented active or inactive sage
grouse leks, do not remove sagebrush within 300 meters of
riparian zones, meadows, lakebeds or farmland, unless site-
specific analysis indicates such removal promotes
achievement of the sagebrush habitat goal. Springs
developed for livestock water in these areas must be
designed to maintain free water and wet meadows.

IAll the alternatives are consistent with this standard as this project does
not remove sagebrush.

Mitigate, through avoidance or minimization, management
actions around known active nest sites of threatened,
endangered, proposed candidate, and sensitive bird
species, if those actions would disrupt reproductive
success during the nesting period. During project planning
consider applicable science regarding species needs (such
as nesting periods and buffers) and site-specific
considerations. This standard also applies to Great Gray
Owl and Northern Goshawk.

/As identified in Ch. 2 for the Proposed Action and Alternative 4, there
are specific design/mitigation features (numbers 9 and 10) to minimize
actions around threatened, endangered, proposed candidate, and
sensitive bird species.

10

\When closing entrances to abandoned mines, determine
whether suitable habitat for bats exists, and where it does,
provide access for bats.

This project does not propose any actions associated with closing of
abandon mines, thus it is in compliance with this standard.

11

Implement the most current National Fish and Wildlife
Service Terms and Conditions for wolves in the northwest
Montana recovery area (west of 1-15 and north of 1-90)
until the gray wolf is delisted. (See Appendix I)

See Ch. 3 for wolf analysis. All alternatives are consistent with the
National Fish and Wildlife Service requirements for the wolf.

12

Provide habitat for species requiring large woody

debris in forested habitat types by retaining post

project outcomes for regeneration harvest of the
following: (Scale project)

Lodgepole cover type-6 pieces/ac with small end diameter
equal to or greater than 8 inches and 10-ft long.

Douglas-fir cover type-6 pieces/ac with small end diameter

equal to or greater than 12 inches and 10-ft long.

All of the alternatives are consistent with Plan direction for this standard
because this project does not propose any regeneration harvest activities.
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Table D- 2 — Forest Flan Management Area Standards

Standards in addition
Landscape ManAagement Resource to Forestwide Reference/Explanation
rea
Standards
See Ch. 2, allotment specific alternative descriptions,
and Ch. 3 for specific analysis. As a priority site, this
Protect and Interpret receives routine monitoring at least once every five
Big Hole Ruby Heritage sites around the Pioneer | years under the No Grazing and Current
Town site. Management Alternatives. Under the Proposed
Action and Alternative 4, it would be monitored
once every two years to five years.
e Under the No Grazing alternative the removal of
Those identified in the . . i
. cattle will allow the character to improve over time
Anaconda Pintler . :
. and meeting the standards in the plan. The Current
Wilderness to protect . . .
Anaconda . Management and Proposed Action alternatives will
. . . wilderness character e . .
Big Hole Pintler Wilderness as identified in the maintain the wilderness character. With the
Wilderness . implementation of the design/mitigation features and
Wilderness Act and R .
. limiting livestock access to the wilderness and
the Anaconda Pintler . . i o
. resting Pintlar Meadows will have a positive effect
Wilderness Plan .
on the wilderness character.
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Appendix E- Responses to DEIS Comments

Letter No. Commenter

1 Vince Collucci

2 Jean Public

3 Jackson Ranches, Inc.

4 Native Ecosystems Council/Alliance for the Wild Rockies

5 George Wuerthner/Alliance for the Wild Rockies - amended?
6 Hans Humbert/Dell Bacon Ranch

7 EPA — Region 8

Alliance for the Wild Rockies/Western Watersheds Project/Native

8 Ecosystems Council/Montana Ecosystems Defense Council
9 John, Kathy, Carl & Ellis Lewis
Western Watersheds Project/Native Ecosystems Council/Alliance for the
10 ) .
Wild Rockies
11 Foster Land & Cattle
12 Joe Johnson

2 George Wuerthner/AWR initially submitted comments May 14, 2014. On May 16, 2014 George Wuerthner/AWR submitted additional comments embedded within
the May14 comments. Comments presented in the table below for Letter #5 are comments submitted by George Wuerthner/AWR May 16, 2014.
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Letter No. 1 — Vince Collucci

Comment
No.

Comment and Response

1-1

Comment: | was unclear if the plans or revisions could be revoked or restricted based on natural occurrences
(drought, flooding, fire, etc) or abuse (excessive grazing).

Response: Yes, changes to allotment management can be made administratively through the Term Grazing Permit
and/or Annual Operating Instructions to respond to fire and drought, or resolve allotment administration issues such as
excessive grazing (Term Grazing Permit, Part 2 — General Terms and Conditions, Section 8(b).

1-2

Comment: What about weed control brought about by cattle? | thought that was weak in management approach. |
still see knapweed from previous cattle grazing on the 10-mile/Grassy Mtn ridge and basins, upper Sullivan
Ck/Seymour drainages.

Response: Unfortunately, areas within the Seymour Allotment continue to be infested with noxious weeds (DEIS,
Chapter 3, pg.218, Table 4). Numerous sources, including cattle grazing, have caused these infestations. Forest Service
weed control crews will continue to look for, and treat, noxious weed infestations as prescribed by the 2002 Noxious
Weed EIS.

Comment: Predator control needs aggressive management, i.e., mainly wolves. The opportunity for optimal elk
management exists now that the herd is showing signs of recovery (i.e., good calf to cow and bull to cow ratios).

Response: Elk management and predator control is managed by MFWP?2, Predator control for wolves, in relation to
elk management, is not within the authority of the responsible official and not associated with the purpose of this
proposal to update AMPs.

Comment: This plan should also be looking at forest management (logging) for optimal foraging, overgrazing, and
ALL wildlife and domestic grazing numbers should be optimized.

Response: Please see the Purpose and Need For Action and the Proposed Action (DEIS, Chapter 1, pg. 11-12). Forest
management activities were not identified as a proposed action in response to the purpose and need for action for this
particular project. Grazing standards identified on page 24 of the DEIS were designed to ensure quality forage
conditions for both domestic animals and wildlife.

8 MFWP = Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks
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Comment
No. Comment and Response
Comment: Better control of these numbers can be brought about by minimizing access and limiting (severely) offroad
travel by ATVs.
1-5 Response: Motorized vehicle use in the project area is limited to routes displayed on Page 53 of the Forest Plan, and

excluded from the Anaconda-Pintler Wilderness Area. Wheeled, motorized off road travel is not allowed in the project
area.

Letter No. 2 — Jean Public

Comment
No.

Comment and Response

2-1

Comment: Its time to cut them off. Its time to tell them to move to private land where these robber baron cattle
ranchers can pay the rates they should be paying. They are paying tiny amounts to destroy and use our national land.

Response: Please refer to the background information for this project (DEIS, Chapter 1, pg. 1). Because grazing fees
are calculated in accordance with Executive Order 12548, the BDNF does not influence +the cost of annual grazing
fees. However, the BDNF does control how, when, and where grazing by domestic livestock occurs. Proposed grazing
standards (DEIS, Chapter 1, pg. 24) are designed to protect and improve rangeland conditions, not to destroy them.

2-2

Comment: They have no right to continue to get grazing leases. Their use by cattle is in fact causing global climate
change its time to get the cattle off our national land. | want the land left as open space. It is time for the national
public to have control of these lands that are currently being destroyed, where natural wildlife is killed by these cruel
brutal robber baron cattle ranchers.

Response: Please refer to the response to comment 2-1.

Term grazing permits are not a legal “right”. Rather, they authorize the permit holder to graze livestock in a specific
area under specific terms to meet multiple use objectives prescribed in the Forest Plan. Term grazing permits do
authorize killing of natural wildlife. Wildlife populations are managed by MFWP.
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Letter No. 3 —Jackson Ranches, Inc.

Comment
No.

Comment and Response

Comment: In reviewing the analysis for the Pioneer Allotment in Chapter 3, it seems clear that the Current Grazing
Alternative is the best alternative for balancing the trade offs between economics and the conservation goals. The
allotment is in good shape with no alarming trends in any of the standards that we can see.

Response: Your support of the Current Grazing Alternative will be considered during the decision-making process.

3-2

Comment: The Proposed Action adds some more management to the use of the allotment. While we feel this is
unnecessary due to the stable condition of the allotment, we will be willing to work with FS personnel to make this
work.

Response: We appreciate your willingness to work with the Forest Service if the Proposed Action is selected for
implementation.

3-3

Comment: Alternative 4 seems to us to be not based on good science and should be rejected. The gains for the
various resources are speculative and the economic costs to the permittee and the county’s economy will be extreme. If
there are resource concerns that develop, we would urge the FS to work with us in addressing specific problems under
the Current Grazing Alternative or the Proposed Action rather than a total rest every fourth year.

Response: Your opposition to Alternative 4 will be considered during the decision-making process. Specific to the
Pioneer Allotment, the expected results of implementing Alternative 4 are disclosed in the DEIS, Chapter 3, pages 94,
106-107, 151, 158. 211, 353-354, 424-426, 545-546, 619-620, 635, 674, 688, 704, 714 and 723-724.

We are unable to measure the economic effects of implementing Alternative 4 on the Pioneer Allotment. Project
economic effects of implementing Alternative 4 for the entire project area is disclosed in DEIS, Chapter 3, pages 33-
34.

3-4

Comment: There [sic] No Grazing Alternative should be rejected. This alternative should be only used in areas that
are in serious decline and degradation. This is obviously not the case in the Pioneer Allotment as your data show.

Response: Your opposition to the No Grazing Alternative will be considered during the decision-making process.
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Letter No. 4 —- NEC/AWR

Comment
No.

Comment and Response

4-1

Comment: This project is too huge for most of the public to consider and provide reasonable comments. However, the
information provided in the DEIS is considerable, which helps in public understanding of ongoing impacts and
management of these 11 grazing allotments. We appreciate the amount of effort that went into developing such
information.

Response: We agree. The proposal covers a large area of land and the DEIS provides a large volume of information.
Project size and analysis complexity are some of the reasons analysis of the proposed action and alternatives are disclosed
in an EIS. Thank you for favorably recognizing the effort that went into disclosing the analysis. In response to this
comment, we re-wrote alternative descriptions, in an attempt to assist readers in understanding differences between
alternatives.

4-2

Comment: Seymour Allotment - We do not support any of the proposed alternatives. The current lack of grazing on the
Tenmile Pasture should be maintained, as this would provide an ungrazed reserve in this landscape for wildlife species
intolerant of grazing. NEC and AWR brought up this concern in our scoping comments. Current science recommends
this is needed for wildlife management. This option was not provided in any of the action alternatives.

Response: As recognized by the reviewer, the Tenmile Pasture is currently unallocated to livestock grazing (DEIS,
Chapter 1, pg. 33) and at least 2 pastures in the Seymour Allotment are rested each year. Your support of the current
management alternative for the Seymour Allotment will be considered during the decision-making process. Please note —
the Tenmile Pasture is not currently closed to grazing for the purpose of providing ungrazed reserves for wildlife
intolerant of grazing. Effects of livestock grazing to wildlife and their habitat and cumulative effects of management
activities were analyzed in detail (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg 749-852). The wildlife biologist for this project is not aware of
wildlife species intolerant to grazing within the project area. The No Grazing alternative is intended to analyze the effects
of cessation of livestock grazing on the National Forest Portions of the Project Area and therefore wildlife reserves are
considered under this Alternative.

4-3

Comment: Seymour Allotment - Alternative 4 includes an exclosure in the Sullivan pasture for western toads, although
this is not included in Table 18. Exclosures are hard to maintain, and frequently do not serve their proposed function.
Why can’t the upper portion of this allotment simply be removed, which will enhance more western toad habitat, as well
as provide an additional ungrazed reserve for both toads and other wildlife?

Response: Both the proposed action and Alternative 4 include an exclosure in the Sullivan pasture to improve breeding

E-5



North and West Big Hole AMPs Appendices
Final Environmental Impact Statement

Comment
No.

Comment and Response

habitat for western toads (DEIS, Chapter 2, Table 16, pg. 33; DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 73-74, 187). While suitable breeding
habitat likely occurs across the project area, this is the only site with known western toad breeding habitat accessible to
cattle in the project area (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 641). Local monitoring (on and around the B-DNF) of potential effects of
livestock grazing on suitable amphibian and western toad breeding habitat has indicated that between 3.1 to 3.5% of the
sites surveyed were heavily altered by livestock (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 641). The exclosure’s purpose is specifically to
protect toad breeding habitat according to Forest Plan Aquatic Resources Standard 5 (LRMP Chapter 3, pg. 18).
Permanent removal of grazing from an area larger than the proposed exclosure would be inconsistent with the Forest Plan,
because breeding of western toads are bound spatially(lakes, ponds, and slow moving streams) and temporally(May to
July)(DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 640).

4-4

Comment: Seymour Allotment — There has been 10,190 acres of past logging on this allotment. There was no
information provided in the DEIS as to how this previous abundance of transitory range has been addressed in current
management. How can grazing levels be maintained with this loss of range capacity for cows?

Response: Loss of transitory range was recognized and addressed through implementation of 2002 cooperative grazing
management with the MFWP (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 221-222 and App. A-3). Transitory range from timber harvest prior
to 1994 is not suitable range for the Seymour Allotment.

Comment: Fishtrap Allotment — As noted above, there was no information provided in the DEIS regarding how the loss
of transitory range on 1710 acres previously logged has affected past and current carrying capacity for cows on this
allotment. Does this loss require a reduction in livestock use?

Response: Transitory range from timber harvest prior to 1994 and areas with conifer cover greater than 60% are not
suitable range for the Fishtrap Allotment (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 226). In response to the loss of transitory range and other
resource concerns, the grazing season has been reduced by two weeks (DEIS, Chapter 2, pg. 36. Compare permitted
SOU* with current management SOU).

4-6

Comment: Fishtrap Allotment — We support Alternative 4, which will build in rest for this allotment, resting one out of 3
years, with a shortening of the grazing season by 2 weeks.

Response: Your support of Alternative 4 will be considered during the decision-making process.

4 SOU = Season of Use
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Comment and Response

Comment: Mudd Creek Allotment — As noted previously it is not clear how past logging on 2196 acres has affected the
grazing capacity on this allotment. Do the current plans reflect this loss of transitory range?

Response: Transitory range from timber harvest prior to 1994 and areas with conifer cover greater than 60% are not
suitable range for the Mudd Creek Allotment (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 230-231 & App. A-3). Loss of transitory range, and
subsequent impacts on grazing capacity, has not been a stocking or resource issue for the Mudd Creek Allotment since
permitted and actual head months meet grazing standards prescribed for current management (DEIS, Chapter 2, pg. 38).

Comment: Mudd Creek Allotment - We support Alternative 4, which builds in rest every 1 of 3 years.

Response: Your support of Alternative 4 will be considered during the decision-making process.

4-9

Comment: Pintler Creek Allotment - As noted previously, it is not clear how past logging on 1,149 acres has affected
livestock carrying capacity. Do the current plans reflect ongoing loss of transitory range?

Response: Transitory range from timber harvest prior to 1994 and areas with conifer cover greater than 60% are not
suitable range for the Pintler Creek Allotment (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 234-235 & App. A-3). Loss of transitory range, and
subsequent impacts on grazing capacity, has not been a stocking or resource issue for the Pintler Creek Allotment since
permitted and actual head months meet grazing standards prescribed for current management (DEIS, Chapter 2, pg. 40).

4-10

Comment: Pintler Creek Allotment - We support Alternative 4 with modifications. This alternative will rest, or close
out grazing on Pintlar Meadows. This will address our issue of providing ungrazing [sic] reserves for wildlife species
intolerant of grazing. The proposed modification is to build in rest as well on other portions of the allotment into
Alternative 4. It is not clear why this is not planned for these areas, since rest is obviously an important management
practice.

Response: Your support of Alternative 4 for the Pintler Creek Allotment will be considered during the decision-making
process. Please note — resting Pintler Meadows from livestock grazing for at least10 years is not proposed for the purpose
of providing ungrazed reserves for wildlife intolerant of grazing (see response to comment 4-2). Rather, Pintler Meadows
are proposed for closure for 10 years because a rest from livestock grazing is needed to assist with other restoration
activities (DEIS, Chapter 2, pg. 29).

We agree. Rest is an important range management practice, and should be considered where resource conditions warrant
such a practice. Existing resource conditions suggest rest would be a viable and prudent course of action to consider
(DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 238). This management option will be reviewed and considered during the decision-making
process.
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Comment and Response

4-11

Comment: Mussigbrod Allotment — As noted previously, it is not clear how past logging on 1,384 acres, has affected
past and planned grazing capacity. There is also an issue with the Mussigbroad [sic] Fire, and how this as well has
affected grazing capacity.

Response: Transitory range from timber harvest prior to 1994 and areas with conifer cover greater than 60% are not
suitable range for the Mussigbrod Allotment. About 87% of the allotment was burned during the 2000 Mussigbrod
wildfire but burn intensity was highly variable (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 241 & App. A-3). This loss of transitory range and
the effects of the 2000 Mussigbrod Fire, on grazing capacity over the next 10 years are disclosed in the DEIS (Chapter 3,
pg. 303). Alternatives have been developed to address this expected loss of capacity (DEIS, Chapter 2, pg. 43).

4-12

Comment: Mussigbrod Allotment — We support Alternative 4, which will close the Bender Pasture for 10 years, to aid
recovery, and rest the remaining portions of this allotment one out of every 3 years. The closure of this past [sic] will
address one of our issues, which is the provision of ungrazed reserves for wildlife that are intolerant of grazing.

Response: Your support of Alternative 4 will be considered during the decision-making process. Please note - closure of
the Bender Pasture is not proposed to provide ungrazed reserves for wildlife intolerant of grazing (see response to
comment 4-2). Rather, Bender Pasture is proposed for closure for 10 years because a tributary of Bender Creek needs
rested from livestock to assist with other restoration activities (DEIS, Chapter 2, pg. 29).

4-13

Comment: Mussigbrod Allotment - The addition of water developments is something we usually oppose, as this means
more cows over more of the landscape, to the detriment of wildlife intolerant of grazing. However, in this case, additional
water development will aid the closure of the Bender Pasture for 10 years.

Response: Your support of Alternative 4 will be considered during the decision-making process.

4-14

Comment: Ruby Creek Allotment — As noted previously, there is no information in the DEIS regarding how the past
logging of 4,533 acres, and the creation of transitory range, has been addressed in past and proposed grazing levels.

Response: Transitory range from timber harvest prior to 1994 and areas with conifer cover greater than 60% are not
suitable range for the Ruby Creek Allotment (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 244-245 & App. A-3). Effects of this loss of transitory
range to grazing capacity are disclosed in the DEIS (Chapter 3, pg. 308-310). Alternatives have been developed to
address this expected loss of capacity (DEIS, Chapter 2, pg. 45).
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4-15

Comment: Ruby Creek Allotment - We support Alternative 4, with modifications. We support the proposed action in
Alternative 4 to rest the Butler Pasture one out of 3 years. However, rest needs to be built in for the other pastures on this
allotment as well, including Lower Ruby and Cow Creek pastures. Why isn’t rest proposed for these areas as well?

Response: Your support of Alternative 4 will be considered during the decision-making process.

We agree. Rest is an important range management practice, and should be considered where resource conditions warrant
such a practice. EXxisting resource conditions suggest rest would be a viable and prudent course of action to consider
(DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 248). This management option will be reviewed and considered during the decision-making
process.

4-16

Comment: Dry Creek Allotment — As noted previously, there is no information as to how past logging of 1,479 acres of
forest has affected past and [sic] well as current livestock grazing capacity. How can grazing capacity be maintained in
the face of these losses of suitable range?

Response: Transitory range from timber harvest prior to 1994 and areas with conifer cover greater than 60% are not
suitable range for the Dry Creek Allotment (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 249-250 & App. A-3). Effects of this loss of transitory
range to grazing capacity are disclosed in the DEIS (Chapter 3, pg. 313-315). Action alternatives address this expected
loss of capacity (DEIS, Chapter 2, pg.47).

4-17

Comment: Dry Creek Allotment - It is not clear why the western toad habitat that is current fenced will not remain
fenced in proposed actions.

Comment: The western toad habitat currently fenced in the Dry Creek Allotment is within the Twin Lakes Campground
and protected under Current Management with no additions in exclosures for the Proposed Action or Alternative 4(DEIS,
Chapter 2, Table 23, pg. 48). The Forest Plan, Livestock Grazing Standard 2 states, “Domestic livestock grazing will not
be allowed in developed recreation sites unless specifically permitted” (LRMP, Chapter 3, pg. 26). There is no plan to
change the alignment of this campground fence, so this western toad habitat will remain protected from livestock grazing.

4-18

Comment: Dry Creek Allotment — We support either Alternative 3 or 4 that requires a rest of the allotment one out of 3
years.

Response: Your support of the proposed action and Alternative 4 will be considered during the decision-making process.
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Comment: Twin Lakes Allotment — As noted previously, the impact of past logging on 1,710 acres of forest is not clear
regarding past and current grazing capacity, or how proposed new grazing management addresses these declines in
rangeland carry capacity for cows.

Response: Transitory range from timber harvest prior to 1994 and areas with conifer cover greater than 60% are not
4-19 suitable range for the Twin Lakes Allotment (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 254 & App. A-3). Effects of this loss of transitory
range to grazing capacity are disclosed in the DEIS (Chapter 3, pg. 317-319). Action alternatives address this expected
loss of capacity (DEIS, Chapter 2, pg.49).

Comment: Twin Lakes Allotment - We support Alternative 4 with modifications. We support the resting of the Big Lake
Side of this allotment (actually 2 allotments) 2 out of every 6 years, with deferred entry every other year. However, these
rest requirements are also needed for the Little Lake Pastures, along with the deferred entry every other years [sic]. Itis
not clear why these grazing areas are being treated differently or why since resting is obviously important to rangeland
4-20 health, why this is not necessary on the Little Lake pastures.

Response: Your support of Alternative 4 will be considered during the decision-making process. Please note, the Little
Lake pasture is rested 2 out of 6 years in all grazing alternatives (DEIS, Chapter 2, pg. 50).

Comment: Monument Allotment — We support Alternative 4 with modifications. The pastures will only be rested one of
every 4 years, while more rest is recommended for most of the other allotments. Why is rest recommended for only 25%
of the time instead of 33% of the time for this allotment? According to information in the DEIS, there are several
concerns on this allotment, so past grazing impacts appear to be undesirable.

Response: Your support of Alternative 4 will be considered during the decision-making process.
4-21
Under the current deferred grazing system, Rangeland Health Indicators are generally within the desired levels, except
ground cover and, for a few species, plant composition (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 262). Incorporation of rest and proposed
AUL’s in Alternative 4 are expected to allow greater forage plant development and reproduction over the long term, result
in improved plant vigor where needed and prevent the establishment and spread of invasive plants (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg.
323-324). Incorporation of rest and AUL’s are key components of the expected improvement.
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4-22

Comment: Pioneer Allotment - We support Alternative 4 with modifications. The pastures will only be rested one of
every 4 years, instead of one of every 3 years. Why is less rest required for this allotment, as we wondered about for the
Monument Allotment as well? What differentiates the range health on this allotment to require less resting? The range
information provided in the DEIS indicates there are a number of range concerns on this allotment.

Response: Your support of Alternative 4 will be considered during the decision-making process.

Rangeland Health Indicators for the Pioneer Allotment are disclosed in DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 266-268 and generally
within desired levels (with the occasional exception). Incorporation of rest in Alternative 4 is expected to improve plant
vigor, result in greater forage plant development and reproduction, improve species composition, increase ground cover
and prevent the establishment and spread of invasive plants (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 327-328) Incorporation of rest is the
key component for the expected improvement.

4-23

Comment: Saginaw Allotment - As we noted previously, it is not clear how the past logging of 786 acres on this
allotment has affected past, current and future grazing capacity for cows. Why won’t changes in this transitory range
affect rangeland carrying capacity?

Response: Transitory range from timber harvest prior to 1994 and areas with conifer cover greater than 60% are not
suitable range for the Saginaw Allotment (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg.268-269 & App. A-3). Effects of this loss of transitory
range to grazing capacity are disclosed in the DEIS (Chapter 3, pg. 330-332). However, many harvest units in the
Saginaw Allotment converted to pinegrass after conifers were removed (personal observation by Kevin Greenwood).
Because pinegrass provides poor to fair forage for livestock (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 216) little grazing capacity was gained
from timber harvest, or lost with conversion back to conifers. Action alternatives address expected loss of capacity
(DEIS, Chapter 2, pg.56).

4-24

Comment: Saginaw Allotment - We support Alternative 4 with modifications. This is the only alternative that provides
any protection to the Westslope Cutthroad [sic] Trout (WCT) occupied streams on this allotment. Alternative 4 will
“avoid” the sensitive period during the WCT development period from July 1 into early August. We think this pasture
(Pasture 4) should be excluded from grazing. This will ensure restoration of willow streamside habitat, a reduction in
bank trampling, and an improvement in stream areas that are functioning below recommended levels.

Response: Closure of Pasture 4 to livestock grazing is considered in the No Action Alternative. While some willow
dominated plant communities in the Saginaw Allotment are disclosed as not meeting rangeland health indicators for shrub
cover, it is not thought to be due to effects from livestock grazing (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 273-4). Further, riparian
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grassland community types exist on the Saginaw Allotment with no evidence of a historic willow component, nor would
they support the potential for a shrub component (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 273). Refer to the response to comment 4-25 for
describing features in Alternative 4 designed to protect WCT.
Comment: Saginaw Allotment — Although Alternative 4 will protect trampling of trout redds, it fails to address other
concerns noted by the Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks (MFWP) as provided in DEIS response to comments in Table 2
at page 34. They noted that upper Governor Creek and tributaries, including Indian Creek and unnamed tributaries
harbor some of the last remaining WCT populations in the upper Big Hole; trampling of trout redds may be an issue in
these streams if livestock use overlaps with the incubation period of trout eggs; these streams are also particularly
sensitive to the potential impacts from grazing because of their low gradient meadow-like nature, as water is scarce later
in the season and the lush grass of the riparian areas is attractive to livestock; further, there are few willows or other
woody vegetation to provide bank stability or cover for fish; grazing plans in this area should take these considerations

425 into account to reduce potential impacts to WCT; riparian exclosure fences, alteration of the timing of use, or other
measures may be necessary to reduce potential impacts to these streams and WCT.
Response: As you point out, Alternative 4 considers and analyzes an avoidance period to protect WCT during spawning
and incubation of egg masses and the No Action Alternative considers and analyzes no livestock grazing of the Saginaw
Allotment. Temporal separation of spawning WCT and livestock is considered the best tool for avoiding potential direct
impacts to WCT redds from livestock trampling. Riparian vegetation community condition and potential for the Saginaw
Allotment are disclosed in the Range and Invasive Plants Section of the DEIS (Chapter 3, pg. 269-274). The Forest Plan
provides special considerations for livestock grazing in WCT habitat under Livestock Grazing Standards 1 (LRMP,
Chapter 3, pg. 25-26).
Comment: Saginaw Allotment — The closure of pasture 4 on this allotment to any livestock grazing would also address
NEC and AWR concerns about the provision of ungrazed reserves for wildlife intolerant of grazing. This will have

4-26 multiple benefits for both wildlife and fish species that are generally intolerant of grazing.
Response: Closure of Pasture 4 to livestock grazing is considered in the No Action Alternative. Closure of Pasture 4 is
not proposed to provide ungrazed reserves for wildlife intolerant of grazing (see response to comment 4-2).
Comment: The analysis of management costs on these allotments provides important information to the public. The
high cost of grazing, and the very low returns to the public, is well known but still disturbing. It is also clear that the

4-27a - . .. . . . . . .
ability of the agency to monitor grazing impacts is extremely limited in comparison to what would be required to provide
a reasonable level of management. The range analysis information indicates that range surveys are rarely conducted, in
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some cases only every 25 or more years. End-of-year compliance checks are also spotty at times, due to limited
personnel. Also, range surveys rarely include an assessment of willow condition and utilization by cattle. So while we
are recommending that much more extensive monitoring of livestock impacts on woody browse be done in our DEIS
comments, so that historic willow habitats can be restored, this recommendation appears to be futile.

Response: Forest Plan Livestock Grazing Goals include “use of forage by domestic livestock will maintain or enhance
the desired structure and diversity of plant communities on grasslands, shrub lands, and forests” (pg. 25). An AUL in the
DEIS proposed action and Alternative 4 includes moving cattle when a shift in preference to woody browse occurs (DEIS,
Chap 2, pg. 24, 27). This proposed AUL assists the Forest achieve the Forest Plan Goals by mitigating potential livestock
browse effects on woody species. As stated in Chapter 2 of the DEIS, when any one of the Allowable Use Level metrics is
reached, livestock would be moved (pg. 28). In many cases, the streambank alteration standard will be achieved before
stubble height or woody browse standards are met, therefore all the AULSs are designed to provide for overall riparian
improvement including historic willow habitats.

Comment: However, a cost to wildlife dependent upon healthy dense woody riparian vegetation due to past and ongoing
livestock grazing, needs to be addressed.

4-27b Response: Impacts to wildlife associated with woody riparian vegetation from past and ongoing livestock grazing was

addressed and can be found in the migratory birds section (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg.850; Appendix B8).

Comment: Table 11 defines the forage utilization levels (AULSs) along riparian areas based on whether or not they are
functions properly or functions at risk. For the 3 categories of functioning properly, function-at-risk, and non-
functioning, there is only a range of forage use of less than or equal to 45%, 40% and 35%. These seem unrealistic. How
can a permittee, let along [sic] a range person, actually measure the difference between these utilization level [sic]?
These levels would appear to be incapable of ensuring that streams functioning-at-risk will improve. The same problem
exists for stubble height. The difference between a 4 and 3 inch stubble height, and a 4 to a 6 inch stubble height, seems
4-28 unlikely to be meaningful for monitoring. Finally, we have the same concern about the 3 levels of stream bank trampling
allowed for various steam [sic] conditions. How can the difference between a 30% and a 25% streambank trampling, or
between a 25% and a 20% streambank trampling actually be measured? These criteria seem rather meaningless to
actually promote recovery of degraded streams.

Response: AULSs are a tool to provide the rangeland management specialist and permittee with measurable triggers for
day to day management of livestock on public land. All of these are well established quantitative approaches using
measured metrics on streams in the project area to determine the best time to move livestock to maintain or improve
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riparian conditions. These metrics are well correlated to maintenance or improvement of riparian condition (long term
trend) and supported by best available knowledge/science on and off Forest (Bohn, 2004). Additional off Forest best
available science to support the site specific AULSs based on current stream condition can be produced, if needed, during
the objection period.

4-29

Comment: There is not information in the DEIS about areas on the 11 grazing allotments that are big game winter
range. Table 12 in the DEIS notes that these areas will have less forage utilization than other areas (no more than 35%
use on 85% of the winter range, with 55% us on the remaining 15%. Why isn’t this management direction addressed as
per the 11 allotments?

Response: The utilization standard for big game winter range in Table 12 is an error. No big game winter range is
mapped in the 11 allotments considered under this proposal. This reference will be removed from the FEIS.

4-30

Comment: The DEIS is completely silent on the management of vegetation on thes [sic] 11 allotments to promote
livestock grazing via prescribed burning. A table in the DEIS in Chapter 111 at page 3 notes, for example, that no burning
of sagebrush is planned, and no conifer encroachment treatments are planned. However, past, present and reasonably
foreseeable future actions included prescribed fire on these allotments. Prescribed burning is clearly an issue with NEC
and AWR, and the agency needs to provide the information regarding planned prescribed burning on these allotments.
Since this burning is related to livestock grazing and maintenance and/or increases in grazing capacity, this is part of the
cumulative effects of livestock grazing. There are no wildlife benefits from prescribed burning, so any burning done will
be a livestock management activity. Please provide the planned burning projects for these 11 allotments, and evaluate
impacts to wildlife instead of doing this later in a separate NEPA analysis.

Response: Reasonably foreseeable use of prescribed fire disclosed in the DEIS (Chapter 3, pg. 3) is the burning of slash
piles resulting from current, or proposed, timber management and hazard tree removal. No prescribed burning is planned
solely for the improvement of forage for livestock, nor has this activity occurred in the recent past in the project area.
Prescribed burning was not identified in the purpose and need or alternatives for this project, so its potential effects to
wildlife should only be identified in cumulative effects.

4-31

Comment: There is no information in the DEIS about how much sagebrush has been controlled (acres and years) on the
11 allotments. This information needs to be provided, and an assessment of past impacts on sagebrush-associated species
included as an impact of grazing maanagement6. This would include an assessment of grazing impacts on sage grouse,
on all sagebrush areas that are within 11 miles of a sage grouse lek, as directed for management by the Forest Plan, and
an assessment of grazing impacts on the pygmy rabbit, based on sagebrush control activities that have occurred on all
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areas located within pygmy rabbit habitat as mapped for the DEIS. Also, we would like to know how much of the total
sagebrush areas on allotments is currently suitable for associated species of concern, such as the Brewer’s sparrow, sage
sparrow, and sage thrasher due to past control efforts.

Response: The effect of past sagebrush treatment in the analysis area is presented as part of the existing condition of
sagebrush community types within the project area (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 2, 215-217, 222-224, 226-229, 231-233, 235-
245, 249-267, 269-270, 272-273) and existing conditions for pygmy rabbit habitat (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 745). The
potential impacts of past sagebrush treatment to associated wildlife species is not quantifiable alone however the overall
potential effects of livestock grazing to sagebrush communities and sagebrush-associated species within the project area
are disclosed by alternative and in cumulative effects analysis (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 745, 804-829, 833-849, Appendix
B8).

According to the Montana Bird Conservation Plan (PIF 2000), implementing recommendations for sage-grouse (DEIS
Chapter 3, pg. 723, 740-742, 804-829) should encompass all the needs of brewer’s sparrows (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 850,
Appendix B8).

Habitat (shrub steppe) is present for sage-sparrow as presented in the sage-grouse existing condition section (DEIS,
Chapter 3, pg. 740-742); however, in Montana this species is not considered a species of conservation concern and is a
MTFWP Conservation Tier Il species meaning although important to Montana’s wildlife diversity, this species,
communities, and focus areas are either: 1) abundant and widespread or are 2) believed to have adequate conservation
already in place (Montana Field Guide, MTNHP 2013) therefore this species was not analyzed in detail (DEIS, Chapter
3, pg. 850, Appendix B8). Additionally, this project does not propose sagebrush control.

Habitat for sage thrasher is present, however marginal as it is on the upper elevation limit where this species prefers and
they have not been documented in the allotments and are not suspected. Analysis of breeding bird data indicates that Sage
Thrasher population trends are stable in Montana and the western region (MTPIF 2000) in light of all past activities,
including past sagebrush control (DEIS, Chapter 5, Appendix B8). This project does not propose sagebrush control and
because the species is considered stable in Montana, effects to this species were not analyzed in detail (DEIS, Chapter 5,
Appendix B8).

Comment: As was noted in the EPA comments on cumulative effects, activities on adjacent lands, including BLM, State,
4-32 and private, should also be addressed. We would like to know roughly how much sagebrush control activity has also
occurred in other portions of the analysis area.
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Response: Past sagebrush treatment in the analysis area was presented in the existing condition section of the DEIS;
effects from any past treatment may be reflected in current sagebrush cover values (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 2, 215-217, 222-
224, 226-229, 231-233, 235-245, 249-267, 269-270, 272-273) and existing conditions for pygmy rabbit habitat (DEIS,
Chapter 3, pg. 745). It is unknown to the Forest Service the full extent of sagebrush treatment on lands not managed
within the National Forest System; speculating on the effects of unknown treatments is not within the scope of this
analysis.

4-33a

Comment: There are no clearly defined criteria in the Forest Plan regarding the health of sagebrush communities as per
the current best science. Sagebrush is noted by the Forest Service research branch as an “imperiled species.” Sagebrush
habitats are also mostly grazed by livestock. Maintaining healthy sagebrush communities cannot be done without
standards for measuring health. This lack of criteria for sagebrush health needs to be corrected in the Forest Plan.

Response: The 2009 Forest Plan FEIS (pg. 450) identifies percentage of grasslands/scrublands in early, mid, or late seral
condition as an effects indicator for vegetation. Comparisons of existing condition and the historic range of variability is
disclosed in the Forest Plan FEIS (pg. 463-465) and generally attributed to conifer encroachment.

The Reviewing Officer for the Chief, in her 10/30/09 decision (Attachment 2, pg. 44-45) on appeals of the Forest Plan
FEIS and ROD found that vegetation treatments prescribed in the Forest Plan, where conifers are encroaching upon
sagebrush habitats, are designed to improve habitat conditions and that the BDNF incorporated current science in the
Forest Plan FEIS analysis.

Disputing Forest Plan FEIS, Goals, Objectives, or Standards, is not within the scope of this project. Indicators of
Rangeland Health for sagebrush dominated communities and desired values for these indicators are disclosed and
analyzed in DEIS Sections for Range and Invasive Plants (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 215-355).

4-33b

Comment: The DEIS makes a reference at page 267 that sagebrush lacking age class diversity is in poor health. This
theme is further noted at page 276 where it is claimed that sagebrush ecosystems naturally have a variety of age classes
and structure, but when sagebrush cover is outside of desired conditions there may be a risk of the overall ecological
health and diversity of these plant communities. We are concerned that the health of sagebrush communities is based on
cattle forage, not the ability of sagebrush to support wildlife. This issue needs to be corrected in the Forest Plan, and
applied to grazing allotments since the majority of sagebrush habitats are grazed by cattle.

Response: The first paragraph on DEIS page 267, in its entirety, discloses, that sagebrush canopy cover (for the Pioneer
Allotment) is within the expected range of variability for shrub cover but lacks age-class diversity because of existing late
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seral or climax vegetation condition. The paragraph does not conclude sagebrush communities in the Pioneer Allotment
are in poor health.

Pages 275-277 of the DEIS describe four indicators of rangeland health and functionality used in this analysis; one of
which is shrub cover. Please refer to the entire paragraph on DEIS page 276 explaining why percent shrub cover is the
primary basis used in this project specific analysis for this resource indicator. Using percent shrub cover as one of four
indicators of rangeland health and functionality does not infer the health of sagebrush communities is based on cattle
forage, rather than the ability to support wildlife. Furthermore, Indicators of Rangeland Health were developed to assess
ecological health and diversity of the full range of plant communities utilized as rangelands, including but not limited to
sagebrush dominated plant community types.

4-34

Comment: The claim in the DEIS that grazing benefits the pygmy rabbit is misleading. The reference that was cited
contains many other comments that grazing may be detrimental to this rabbit by reducing forage.

Response: Habitat loss due to grazing (and other activities) is identified in the DEIS as probably one of the most
significant factors to pygmy rabbit population decline (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg.745). The existing condition for pygmy rabbit
and its habitat disclosed that reduced availability of forbs and grasses, sagebrush removal, or reductions in sagebrush
cover are possible effects of livestock grazing activities (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 745). Availability of forbs and grasses was
a measure of impact for this species and the potential for “improvement” was based on a comparison of each alternative
to current management (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 750, 835-849). No information on the potential benefits of grazing to
pygmy rabbits could be found in the DEIS.

4-35

Comment: There are at least 51 acres of aspen habitats on these allotments. There is no mention of aspen management,
however, in the DEIS. The Forest Plan FEIS notes that this species is sensitive to browsing (FEIS at 311); aspen are
declining in health due to a decrease in young aspen shoots (FEIS at 457); aspen often is adversely affect [sic] if over-
browsed (FEIS at 477); aspen may not remain viable with excessive grazing (FEIS 469); factors related to aspen decline
include browsing and increased infection by pathogens, as well as climate change. The Forest Plan does not address
aspen management on grazing allotments, require any monitoring of aspen, or require any browsing limits by livestock.
There are also no criteria for aspen stand health based on regeneration. Aspen appears to be threatened by livestock
grazing, and this threat is being ignored in the DEIS for these 11 allotments. Casual observations by both NEC and AWR
on aspen, including on the BDNF, indicate that browsing is having a severe impact on regenerations across Region 1 of
the Forest Service. There need [sic] to be standards in the Forest Plan to protect aspen habitats on allotments, including
a limitation of utilization by cattle. Monitoring is required to determine when excessive utilization is occurring (in
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summer by livestock, in winter by wildlife). The current failure of the BDNF to manage aspen threatens the long-term
viability of this important tree.

Response: Disputing the Forest Plan FEIS or goals, objectives or standards is outside the scope of this project, and site
specific analysis of plant community diversity and effects of livestock grazing to browse species, including aspen, as well
as potential cumulative effects in regards to aspen have been disclosed in this DEIS (Chapter 2, pg. 24, 27; Chapter 3, no
less than 43 references to “aspen’). No reasonably foreseeable future vegetation management projects are proposed that
specifically treat aspen in the project area, nor was aspen treatment identified in any alternatives for this project.

Forest Plan vegetation objectives include increasing the aspen component in lodgepole pine and other vegetation types
(Forest Plan, pg. 44). This objective applies to aspen stands located in allotments. Forest Plan Monitoring Items include
monitoring if management activities are restoring aspen at the rate projected in the Forest Plan (pg. 276).

Forest Plan (Chapter 3, pg. 25) livestock goals include “use of forage by domestic livestock will maintain or enhance the
desired structure and diversity of plant communities on grasslands, shrub lands, and forests.” An AUL in the DEIS
proposed action and Alternative 4 includes moving cattle when a shift in preference to woody browse occurs (DEIS,
Chapter 2, pg. 24 & 27). This proposed AUL assists the Forest achieve the Forest Plan Livestock Grazing Goal by
mitigating potential livestock browse effects on aspen and other woody species.

Long-term viability of aspen was not identified as a contention during administrative review of the 2009 Forest Plan.
However, the Reviewing Officer for the Chief, in her 10/30/09 decision (Attachment 2, pg. 25) on appeals of the Forest
Plan FEIS and ROD found that the FEIS analysis of impact of livestock grazing on aspen was commensurate with the
programmatic level of the decision.

The Northern Rockies Lynx Management Direction(NRLMD) is included by reference in the analysis for the Forest Plan
(Chapter 3, Wildlife Habitat, Standard 7, pg. 49) and this DEIS (Chapter 3, pg. 731). Within the NRLMD, is a guideline
(GRAZ G2) that states, “In aspen stands, livestock grazing should be managed to contribute to the long-term health and
sustainability of aspen.”

Comment: The DEIS contains extensive comments regarding the condition of willow in riparian areas. These comments
are mostly based on ocular assessments, as there are no standards in the BDNF Forest Plan for measuring willow habitat
4-36 health, or in turn, standards for preventing excessive browsing of willow by cattle. It is impossible for the agency to
demonstrate that willow habitats are improving, let alone provide adequate habitat for wildlife. The Forest Plan needs to
provide a standard for the health of willow communities where potential habitat exists, and also needs to provide a limit
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to browsing of willow by livestock.

Response: Disputing the Forest Plan FEIS or goals, objectives or standards is outside the scope of this project, and site
specific analysis of plant community diversity and effects of livestock grazing to browse species, including willows, as
well as potential cumulative effects in regards to willow community abundance and health have been disclosed in this
DEIS (Chapter 2, pg. 24, 27; Chapter 3, over 200 references to “willows™). Existing abundance of willow communities at
the project scale and by allotment are disclosed in Existing Condition for Range and Invasive Plants, as well as the
average percent species composition and range of species composition for multiple willow dominated community types
(DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 215-274). Furthermore, an analysis of the deviation from range of variability for willow
communities is presented in the Analysis for Range and Invasive Plants, Shrub Cover Indicator (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg.
275- 355). Actions proposed for Bender Creek (Mussigbrod Allotment) and Pintler Meadow (Pintler Creek Allotment) in
Alternative 4 both include willow restoration activities (DEIS, Chapter 2, pg. 29).

Forest Plan (Chapter 3, pg. 25) livestock goals include “use of forage by domestic livestock will maintain or enhance the
desired structure and diversity of plant communities on grasslands, shrub lands, and forests.” An AUL in the DEIS
proposed action and Alternative 4 includes moving cattle when a shift in preference to woody browse occurs (DEIS,
Chapter 2, pg. 24 & 27). This proposed AUL assists the Forest achieve the Forest Plan Livestock Grazing Goal by
mitigating potential livestock browse effects on willows and other woody species.

The Northern Rockies Lynx Management Direction(NRLMD) is included by reference in the analysis for the Forest Plan
(Chapter 3, Wildlife Habitat, Standard 7, pg. 49) and this DEIS (Chapter 3, pg. 731). Within the NRLMD, is a guideline
(GRAZ G3) that states, “In riparian areas and willow cars, manage livestock grazing to contribute to maintaining or
achieving a preponderance of mid- or late-seral stages, similar to conditions that would have occurred under historic
disturbance regimes.”

The Reviewing Officer for the Chief, in her 10/30/09 decision (Attachment 2, pg. 74) on appeals of the Forest Plan FEIS
and ROD found that the FEIS analysis of impact of livestock grazing on the availability of willow habitat was adequate
and found numerous Forest Plan components addressing willow habitat by providing for riparian and aquatic health.
Further, the Reviewing Officer concluded “Watershed conservation practices and updated grazing standards designed to
protect water quality and riparian areas, where needed, will be included in allotment-management plans as they are
revised and updated.” The North West Big Hole AMPs DEIS analyzes alternatives to provide updated grazing standards,
in compliance with the Forest Plan.
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4-37

Comment: The DEIS contains extensive comments regarding the condition of willow in riparian areas. These comments
are mostly based on ocular assessments, as there are no standards in the BDNF Forest Plan for measuring willow habitat
health, or in turn, standards for preventing excessive browsing of willow by cattle. There is also no management
indicator species for this key wildlife habitat. It is impossible for the agency to demonstrate that willow habitats are
improving, let alone provide adequate habitat for wildlife. The Forest Plan needs to provide a standard for the health of
willow communities where potential habitat exists, and also needs to provide a limit to browsing of willow by livestock.

Response: See response to comment 4-36.

A claim that MIS need to include small mammals and songbirds sensitive to grazing, availability of willow habitat and
cowbird parasitism was addressed during administrative review of the 2009 Forest Plan. The Reviewing Officer for the
Chief, in her 10/30/09 decision (Attachment 2, pg. 74) on appeals of the Forest Plan FEIS and ROD found that the 1982
NFMA regulations do not require the selection of MIS for all disturbance activities, such as livestock grazing.

4-38

Comment...the Forest Plan does not address management of aspen and willow habitats, both key to wildlife and
biodiversity. The Forest Plan also does not address cowbird parasitism on songbirds in riparian areas, or the provision
of ungrazed reserves for wildlife intolerant to grazing. There are several opportunities in the 11 allotments addressed in
the DEIS to begin management actions that would address all 4 of these public issues. Areas that have high riparian
values (lots of willows and/or aspen), areas that also have significant aspen stands outside of riparian areas, could be
protected from grazing (permanently) in large enough areas that would not only provide some ungrazed reserves to
wildlife, but would eliminate cattle use in riparian areas, which is the biggest contributing factor to parasitism of
songbirds by cowbirds. We would like to see an alternative added that will address these 4 concerns.

Response: Refer to response to Comments 4-35, 4-36 & 4-37.

The Merriam-Webster dictionary defines intolerant as “unable or unwilling to endure”. Using this definition, we are
unaware of any wildlife species present on the BDNF that is unable to endure livestock grazing, especially at grazing use
levels necessary to meet Forest Plan goals, objectives and standards. Therefore, ungrazed reserves, specifically set aside
for wildlife intolerant to grazing, are not warranted.

Please refer to the DEIS for analysis of projected effects to songbirds and riparian areas for the no grazing and action
alternatives. Furthermore, the majority of the acreage in each allotment receives very little livestock grazing due to
suitability. Please refer to the DEIS tables and descriptions for each allotment in the range vegetation section. For
example, of the 5,000+ acres of NFS lands in the Mussigbrod Allotment, 624 acres are suitable. As a result, nearly 88%
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of the allotment is rarely, if ever, grazed by domestic livestock.

The threat as identified by the Bird Conservation Plan refers to grazing at heavy levels, or overgrazing, NOT
implementing grazing systems and AULSs proposed in DEIS.

4-39

Comment: It is apparent from the excellent maps provided in the DEIS that WCT are present on only a very few streams
on the 11 allotments and within the analysis area. Yet the DEIS did not address the historical versus the current
distribution of WCTSs in this landscape. Although competition with brook trout is clearly one problem for WCTs , the
impact of livestock is also a contributing factor that likely reduces their competitive status against other fish species, as
well as outright reduces existing populations, such as due to trampling of redds, and increased water temperatures due to
overly-wide stream channels and a lack of cover of willows. The historic status of WCT needs to be included in the DEIS,
since grazing management, or a lack thereof, has likely been a big contributor to the existing paucity of WCT on this
landscape.

Response: We have added language regarding the historic and current status of westslope cutthroat trout into FEIS on
page 628.

4-40

Comment: We noted previously that the logging of vast areas of the 11 grazing allotments will have produced an
abundance of additional livestock forage for quite a few years after clearcutting (some 25,000 acres). In addition,
livestock forage will have been increased due to the unidentified acreage of sagebrush burning/control practices on these
11 allotments. What was ignored in the DEIS is how these past practices to increase forage for livestock affect existing
and future livestock forage availability on these allotments. It is not clear how current grazing capacity is going to be
maintained due to reforestation of clearcut areas, and reestablishment of older, more dense sagebrush habitats in formerly
burned areas. It would seem that there has been a decline in the carrying capacity of these grazing allotments for cattle
over the recent years, but there is no evidence that this was addressed in the proposed management updates. This raises a
concern that in spite of improved management on these allotments, the reduction of grazing capacity due to reforestation
and recovery of sagebrush burned areas will negate proposed improvements, with the proposed grazing pressure still
being too high to promote upland health.

Response: We agree that sagebrush treatments of the past have recovered to a condition where the original effects of the
treatments are negligible or no longer detectable.

On a majority of the allotments there has been an appreciable to significant reduction in authorized livestock use when
permitted use is compared to current management head month numbers (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 32-56). These reductions

E-21



North and West Big Hole AMPs Appendices
Final Environmental Impact Statement

Comment
No.

Comment and Response

have occurred over the years to respond to a variety of resource concerns, including a loss in grazing capacity due to
reforestation of harvest units (e.g., Seymour and Dry Creek allotments). Actions proposed under the Proposed Action and
Alternative 4 were designed to improve rangeland health conditions, where needed, and to respond to grazing capacity
concerns where noted.

4-41

Comment...it seems that these grazing allotments are doomed to degraded conditions due to the lack of an adequate
budget to get the monitoring done. Some of the allotments were not monitored for over 20 years until recently, and these
do not include any specific measurements of riparian areas and aspen. It is evident that the agency is doing the best it
can for monitoring, but this has its limitations. We would suggest that this problem needs to be addressed in this
management program, since it will be in place for 10 years. There needs to be a proactive strategy to seek ways to reduce
the acreage of these public lands that are grazed, so that a reasonable level of monitoring can actually be accomplished.
Some of the actions in Alternative 4 address these concerns by reducing areas to be grazed (e.g., Pintlar Meadows), but
more could be done. For example, why start grazing the Tenmile pasture, since it has not been used for quite a few
years?

Response: We agree that an inadequate budget (and lack of personnel) can impact the frequency of both short and long-
term monitoring; however, objectives and priorities for monitoring also determine the frequency. For example, sagebrush
dominated plant communities establish new individuals in an episodic manner and therefor measurable change in these
communities occur on a magnitude of 5-200 years, so 20 years between long term trend monitoring is sufficient to detect
changes.

In regards to reducing lands available to livestock grazing, please see background information under Chapter 1 — Purpose
and Need For Action (DEIS, p. 1), and response to comment 4-2 pertaining to the Tenmile pasture on the Seymour
allotment.
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No. Comment and Response
Comment: We support the No Action alternative and the termination of all livestock grazing on the eleven allotments.
5-1

Response: Your support of the No Action alternative will be considered during the decision-making process.

Comments...the FS describes the No Action alternative by saying ““Under this alternative domestic livestock grazing
permits on National Forest Service (NFS) lands within the eleven allotments would be discontinued with a minimum of
two years notice (36 CFR 222.4(a)(1) to permittees. No new term grazing permits for domestic livestock grazing would
be issued and no new infrastructure would be implemented.”” Yet a few pages later the document suggests that this
would not address concerns about Westslope cutthroat trout, western toad and riparian steambank stability. On page
vii the DEIS says that no The No Action and Current Management Alternatives will:

* Not meet applicable Forest Plan Standards for Range Management.

» Not move the forest towards the Forest Wide goals for Range Management.

» Not meet the Purpose and Need of updating the grazing management and infrastructure on the eleven

domestic livestock grazing allotments to comply with the applicable Forest Plan direction.

« Not address the three concerns (livestock in riparian areas, Westslope Cutthroat Trout and Western Toad
5-2 populations and habitat, and stream bank stability) identified during scoping.
This begs credibility as there is a host of scientific literature that demonstrates the positive benefits of livestock removal
from streams banks and riparian zones. And reduction of damage to riparian areas will have a positive influence on
western toad and cutthroat trout.

Response: Thank you for pointing out the confusing statement in the DEIS at page vii (specifically, the last bullet
statement in the above comment). In this summary section of the DEIS, the bullet statement were intended to briefly
explain major conclusions and the Current Management alternative was “lumped” with conclusions from the No
Grazing alternative. The Current Grazing alternative does not address the three concerns (livestock in riparian areas,
Westslope Cutthroat Trout and Western Toad populations and habitat and stream bank stability) as positively as the
Proposed Action and Alternative 4. We will make this correction in the summary section of the FEIS.

Comment: The Forest Plan says it will provide for the economic subsidies to local livestock interests—at public
expense—nbut ignores the economic and ecological interests of the public. So to eliminate livestock production, though
5-3 it would provide greater economic and ecological benefits are not permitted. Thus the No Action alternative, though
required by law, is a moot question because the Forest Plan invalidates the law by requiring grazing.
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Response: Range (livestock grazing) is one of the multiple uses outlined in the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act
(MUSY) of 1960 (16 U.S.C. 528-531), contributes to social and economic sustainability of local communities and
must be consistent with goals for maintaining the ecological sustainability of these lands. The DEIS (Chap. 1, pg. 1 &
11) briefly describes the regulatory framework for managing forage consumption by livestock with applicable
ecological functions.

The first statement in this comment does not occur in the Forest Plan. The Forest Plan Goals established 95 goals for
17 specific resources, including one goal stating: “Forage Use: Use of forage by domestic livestock will maintain or
enhance the desired structure and diversity of plant communities on grasslands, shrub lands, and forests. Use will be
managed to maintain or restore riparian function as defined in the allotment management plan” (DEIS, Chap. 3, pg. 6
and Forest Plan, pg. 25). Another Goal of the Forest Plan states: “Contribute to the social and economic well-being of
local communities by promoting sustainable use of renewable natural resources. Provide timber for commercial
harvest, forage for livestock grazing, exploration and development opportunities for mineral resources, and recreation
settings consistent with other resource goals” (DEIS Chapter 3, pg. 6 and Forest Plan, pg. 21).

The DEIS discloses regulatory framework which requires consideration and analysis of both social values and
economic values for this and other projects proposed on National Forest System Lands (Chapter 3, pg. 5-40).

40 CFR 1502.14(d) requires the inclusion of no action in an EIS. In the DEIS (Chap. 1, pg. 19-20), not permitting
livestock grazing is identified as no action. The Forest Plan does not invalidate the No Action Alternative by ignoring
economic and ecological interests and benefits.

Comment...in the document (Table 13) the FS admits repeatedly that removal of livestock would ““Under this
alternative, forage plants would not be grazed by livestock which would result in improved vigor, seed production and
increase trend in desirable species composition in the long term for upland and riparian areas.” In other words,
livestock removal is by far the best way to achieve desirable vegetation and wildlife conditions, yet the No Action
alternative is basically made moot by the agency’s contradictory plan to always graze the allotments.

Response: Please refer to page 1 of the Forest Plan outlining the purpose of the revised plan and multiple-use goals
and objectives including the production of goods and services such as livestock grazing (Forest Plan, page 7). The No
Grazing Alternative is not “moot”. Rather, if selected, the North and West Big Hole project area would no longer
contribute towards the production of livestock grazing opportunities on the BDNF.
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Comment: First the requirement of the Forest Plan revision that ““People and communities benefit from programs and
infrastructure that support livestock grazing...... > makes the No Action alternative more or less an exercise in some

legal shell game. The law requires a realistic No Grazing alternative, but the above statement means that no grazing is
not an option. How can that be legal?

Response: Only a partial quote of the statement found on page 11 of the Forest Plan is provided in the above
comment. The full statement (one of eleven bullet statements describing the desired condition of the entire Forest) is
“People and communities benefit from programs and infrastructure that support livestock grazing and an array of forest
5-5 products and services. Methods for using resources to benefit people while maintaining functioning ecosystems are
employed.” Clearly, this statement in its entirety refers to the 3.3 million BDNF and does not require continued
livestock grazing in the North and West Big Hole project area. If the No Grazing Alternative is selected for
implementation, the project area would not contribute towards the Forest desired condition for supporting livestock
grazing. Conversely, if an action alternative is selected, the project area will contribute toward the Forest desired
condition for supporting livestock grazing. The DEIS analyzes different methods for using resources while
maintaining functioning ecosystems; including one alternative proposing non-use of the grazing resource and three
alternative methods for using the resource.

Comment: How can the no action alternative [sic] a serious alternative if the FS says it must graze to meet range
management objectives. If there were no cows, there would be no need for range management objectives. The FS seems
to take the position that rangelands are suitable for livestock grazing based on factors like vegetation composition, and
so forth, that it must graze them. This is like suggesting that because there are trees on the forest that could be logged,
the FS has an obligation to log them—an obviously silly argument, especially when logging might jeopardize other
forest resources. The same thing can be said about grazing. Grazing has impacts on other forest values, and to ignore
those values to sustain local private businesses is a failure to manage these lands for the ““public good™.

5-6

Response: Please refer to the response to comments 5-3 through 5-5. The DEIS discloses potential grazing impacts to
other forest values and effects of the alternatives to social and economic values.

Comment: Perhaps the greatest impact of continued livestock grazing is on species that depend on aquatic habitat
including wet meadows, riparian zones, and seeps/springs. Among the species of concern are Arctic Grayling,

5-7 Westslope Cutthroat trout, Western Toad, Sage Grouse, and Western Pearlshell mussel. The FS should also consider
the Columbia spotted frog which is known for this part of Montana and is currently a candidate for listing under the
ESA. http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=D027
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As with other species mentioned above damage to wetlands and riparian areas impacts the frog. Given that livestock
are the major factor impacting riparian areas it behooves the FS to evaluate how they are going to protect
riparian/wetland areas and dependent species and still graze livestock.

This is acknowledged by the FS where the No Action alternative is listed in Table 21 as having the greatest likelihood
of persistence of the above named species, as well as the most rapid rate of recovery for stream channels and riparian
zones. The FS must explain why it is not going to choose the alternative that has the greatest recovery and least
amount of impact on endangered species and candidate species.

Response: The Columbia spotted frog is not a candidate for listing under ESA in Montana. The Montana state
ranking for this species (S4) suggests it is secure. The S4 ranking is in a scale that ranges from S5 (common and
widespread) to S1 (At high risk because of extremely limited and/or rapidly declining population numbers, range
and/or habitat).

An EIS discloses the direct, indirect and cumulative environmental impacts that would result from the proposed action
and other alternatives (DEIS, Chapter 3). Decision rationale for the selected alternative will be disclosed in the Record
of Decision.

Comment: Grayling are found downstream (and in one case upstream) of many of the streams in this allotment. Thus
livestock has the potential to degrade grayling habitat and populations. Page 636 etc. Eight allotments (Seymour,
Fishtrap, Pintler, Mussigbrod, Ruby Creek, Monument, Pioneer, and Saginaw) have Total Daily Maximum Daily Loads
(TMDLs) streams that are on the states 303d list. Arctic grayling may not be in any of the streams, but they do live
downstream. Thus impacts to water quality and habitat directly affect grayling. For instance, sedimentation in streams
negatively impacts the quality of water and habitat for Arctic grayling even if they are not found in the specific streams
on allotments. Pounding of wet meadows by reducing the sponge factor of the soils decreases late season water flows,

5.8 which have been established as one of the factors negatively impacting grayling.

Grazing can remove stream side vegetation and widen stream channels which can warm the water. Water temperature
is @ major issue for grayling on the Big Hole River. In some summers during low flows water temperatures become
lethal. Furthermore, historically many of these streams no doubt supported grayling and restoring grayling to them is
critical to the long term recovery of the grayling. Therefore, the FS must manage these streams and uplands in such a
manner as to create suitable grayling habitat and potential for grayling recovery.

Response: The objective is for all streams to meet the clean water act and provide suitable habitat for desired aquatic
species. Grayling are discussed in the DEIS and will be carried forward into the FEIS and dROD.
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Comment: Although no sage grouse are currently known to nest or live on the forest, there is historic evidence for
their occurrence. Thus continued cattle grazing could inhibit full recovery of the species by reducing habitat quality.
Sage grouse also impacted by livestock impacts on wet meadows as this is the main foraging ground for young sage
5-9 grouse chicks in their first few weeks of life. Removal of cover, as well as the shrinkage of wet meadow due to soil
compaction by hooves negatively impacts sage grouse.

Response: Impacts to wet meadow habitat and impacts to sage-grouse will be added to the FEIS.

Comment: Fences are a major cause of mortality. Sage grouse are poor fliers and often fly into fences. Put fences
provide perches for avian predators. Sage grouse have been shown to avoid fences for up to a half mile on either side
of the fenceline. Thus the presence of fencing and creation of new fencing will eliminate or degrade sage grouse

510 habitat further.

Response: Fencing guidelines following Conservation Recommendations for Greater Sage-grouse and the Montana
Sage-grouse working group recommendations were incorporated into the project design and effects of fencing to sage
grouse were analyzed (DEIS, Chapter 3, 812-29).

Comment: While the DEIS does acknowledge that wolves are present, it does not acknowledge how the mere presence
of livestock negatively impacts wolves. For instance, cattle have been shown to socially displace elk and other
herbivores that wolves prey upon. This sets up a “conflict” in that without native prey, wolves are more likely to turn to
the domestic animals for food. Also cattle are consuming forage that would otherwise support native herbivores, so in
effect the presence of livestock is consuming the feed for native ungulates.

Response: The DEIS ( Chapter 3, pgs.735-740) acknowledges that management removal of wolves due to livestock
conflicts is one of the major causes of mortality of wolves in this area and that wolves learn to prey on domestic

5-11 livestock. According to MTFWHP, elk as prey are not limited in the analysis area (DEIS, Chapter 5, Appendix B8) and
there is no scientific evidence that shows a connection between wolves preying on livestock and the availability of
other herbivores. Additionally, the DEIS acknowledges the likelihood of management removal of wolves in the
analysis area is high due to the extensive history of cattle in these allotments with wolf related conflicts (DEIS, Chapter
3, pg. 735-740) however, members can be quickly replaced either from within or outside the pack and pups can be
reared by another pack member should their parents die. Consequently, wolf populations can rapidly recover from
severe disruptions, such as very high levels of human-caused mortality or disease (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg.734-735). This
has been shown true in the analysis area and throughout the three federal recovery areas for the Grey Wolf (NWMT,
CID, and the GYA). Since reintroduction of wolves, numbers in both Idaho and Montana have increased substantially
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(600%+) and maintained current levels, even in light of management removal and hunting mortality (DEIS, Chapter 3,
pg.735-740, figures 1 and 2).

Comment: Lynx are present in some parts of this area. Livestock can negatively impact aspen, willows and other
habitat that is used by snowshoe hare and are important to lynx, thus livestock can indirectly impact lynx.

5-12 Response: Lynx have not been recently documented in the project area and impacts to lynx and snowshoe hare habitat

was analyzed in detail in the DEIS (Chapter 3, pg. 728-32; 749-50; 767-87).

5-13 Comment: Grizzly bears also impacted by livestock. Not only is there the potential conflict that may result in lethal
control, but riparian areas are critical in early spring as feeding areas for bears. Degradation of riprian [sic] areas
negatively impacts bears.

Response: Riparian areas are foraging areas for grizzly bears in the spring for vegetation and foraging for wildlife
carcasses. The Biological Opinion (BO) from the USFWS in May, 2013 analyzed the effects of the 2009 revision of the
Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (Revised Forest Plan) on grizzly bears.
Actions analyzed included existing livestock grazing similar to this project. The BO described key areas of Forest
management that affect the grizzly bears’ environment, mainly: access management, attractant management and
developed sites, livestock management, vegetation management, fire management, and oil and gas leasing. Livestock
management has the potential to result in adverse impacts to grizzly bears if livestock/grizzly bear conflicts occur.
Impacts to riparian areas from livestock grazing are not considered a major threat to the species. The threat from
livestock grazing contributing to management removal from livestock depredation was identified and used as an
indicator of effects from the alternatives. The USFWS concluded that implementing the Revised Forest Plan (including
ongoing livestock grazing) would not have negative effects on the status of the Yellowstone or NCDE grizzly bear
populations (USDI FWS 2013, p. 74). Additionally, grizzly bears are opportunistic omnivores and will travel where
they need to find food. Foraging habitat is not a limiting factor for grizzly bears.

5-145 Comment: We are also concerned about livestock impacts on pygmy rabbits. The species is declining due to
impoverishment of sagebrush habitat, some of which is due to livestock grazing. Invasion of weeds for instance are
linked to livestock and this degrades the habitat for pygmy rabbits.

Response: Impacts to pygmy rabbits were analyzed in detail in the DEIS (Chapter 3, pg. 744-45; 750; 833-49).

5 This comment was submitted with the letter May14, 2014. It was not included in the amended letter received May 16, 2014.
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Overgrazing is documented as negatively impacting pygmy rabbits and this project does not propose overgrazing. A
majority of the sagebrush in the analysis area is in a suitable condition for pygmy rabbits.

Letter No.6 — Hans Humbert/Dell Bacon Ranch

Comment
No. Comment and Response

Comment: The grazzing [sic] of this permit [Pintler Creek] is very important in the economic bottom line of the Dell
Bacon Ranch.

6-1 Response: The DEIS (Chap. 1&2, pg. 1 & 11 and Chap. 3, pg. 5-39) recognizes range (livestock grazing), as one of
the uses outlined in the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act (MUSY) of 1960 (16 U.S.C. 528-531) and potential
contributions to the social and economic sustainability of the local area.

Comment...there are lots of references to weeds, species, shrubs and cattle and there [sic] impacts. The things that
are referenced are historic.

Weeds — specifically spotted knap, comes in on the traffic and wildlife. One logging infestation from the 1990%. Cows
6-2 may spread seed to a limited degree but didn’t start the problem.

Response: We agree that many of the resource concerns identified for the Pintler Creek allotment, and other
allotments, are likely a result of historic management practices and land uses. However, these resource concerns are
also existing conditions that are being addressed through proposed actions for this project.

Comment: Species — Not one side note on the degree of our ongoing drought. Water or the shortage there of will
change species dramatically in a short period of time (1-2 years). Grazzing [sic] will also affect species composition
that is why we have monitoring and compliance standards.

6-3 Response: It is recognized (DEIS, p. 215), and widely known that prolonged drought and excessive grazing can have
a major impact on the productivity and species composition of rangelands. We agree that monitoring and compliance
with grazing standards are needed to ensure that rangeland health is maintained, and can be maintained even during
periods of drought.

6-4 Comment: Shrubs — Predominately willow and sagebrush. Willow — a species that did a lot of dieing [sic] out in the
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late 80°s early 90’s. Willow is a browse species. Look at elk number explosions, moose and mule deer growth. Willow
needs disturbance to get established, that means riparian area bare dirt, it also needs proper conditions.

Response: We agree that there can be natural fluctuations in plant populations over the long term due to drought,
disease, insects, disturbance, etc., and that wildlife can impact plant populations with excessive browsing. This was
identified in the DEIS on page 215, and in the effects discussion for most allotments (for example, see Shrub Cover on
page 296 of the DEIS).

Comment: Rest — As defined by the forest — no grazing for the year. Grass will benifit [sic] from this management. |
believe similar results can be achieved with deferred grazzing [sic] while not incurring the risks of a full standing crop
(fire or wolfy rank stands). Pintlar Creek is used extinsevly [sic] by campers & outdoors man all of which use the fire
at some time in the course of their activities. Old dead stands of grass are better with hoof action, seed shatter & fines

6.5 removal when next spring comes.

Response: It was recognized that deferred grazing can result in improved rangeland health conditions if compliance
with allowable use standards is met on a consistent basis, but improvement was contingent on the range permittee’s
ability to recognize these standards before they were exceeded (DEIS, p. 299 — Proposed Action, Direct/Indirect
Effects).

Comment: | am also dependant [sic] on yearly grass and a cows productivity for my livelyhood [sic]. The turnover
of personel [sic] has been astounding in the last 20 years, at least 6 (six) different range tech’ in a dissaplen [sic]
where two years is only a start. Rest is an easy action for meeting standards but | feel there are better ways to help the
6-6 resource.

Response: In regards to providing forage for livestock, please see Chapter 1 of the DEIS, Purpose of and Need For
Action. Also see response to comment 6-5.

Comment: The cow is often controled [sic] because that is easy but what of wildlife, seed, fertilizer, fire and on goes
the list. These grass mangers [sic] need the flexibility to address problems as they occure [sic] with more than one
response (off with the cow). Grass management with only the ability to affect cow numbers if fairly limited. Wildlife,
6-7 fire, recreationists, irrigation, species, fertilizer, microbes all currently are not used to manage grass.

Response: The DEIS focuses on cattle management because the purpose of the project is to update grazing
management and infrastructure on allotments in the project area (DEIS, Chapter 1, page 11). The DEIS also discloses
the cumulative effects from other activities in the project area including wildlife, fire and recreation. Irrigation would
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require acquisition of water rights currently not held by the agency. The ID team did not consider the use of
commercial fertilizer because terrain severely limits mechanized application and is rarely used on native rangelands in
the mountainous regions of Montana. Soil surveys (disclosed in the DEIS) did not identify concerns with the soil
lacking microbes necessary to maintain soil productivity.

Letter No.7 — EPA — Region 8

Comment
No. Comment and Response

Comment: We appreciate the inclusion of language in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS regarding Clean Water Act Section
303(d) listed streams. The Draft EIS identifies thirteen 303(d) listed streams in, or downstream of, the project area
for which grazing is a probably source of impairment. The Draft EIS does not describe whether alternatives would be
consistent with long-term water quality restoration plans and TMDLS for these streams. The EPA’s policy is that
management activities on National Forests do no result in further degradation of 303(d) listed waters and that they
are consistent with long-term water quality restoration plans and TMDLs prepared by the State of Montana and the
EPA to facilitate restoration. We recommend that the USFS evaluate whether the Preferred Alternative would be
consistent with long-term water quality restoration plans and TMDLs and summarize this information in the Final
EIS.

Response: All of the TMDL listed streams in the project area will be managed so they do not result in further
degradation. This is true for the proposed alternative and other action alternatives. The Forest Service is an active
participant in the Big Hole watershed management groups and the decision will be consistent with management plans
that have been developed through the TMDL process and current watershed group decisions.

7-1

Comment: The Draft EIS indicates that increased sediment from grazing is a cause of many of the impairments in
the project area. Consistent with our comments on the Beaverhead-Deerlodge Forest Plan and our scoping
comments, we recommend that the USFS apply all reasonable soil, land and water conservation practices to avoid or
minimize pollution from grazing, especially where grazing is a probable source of impairment. Alternative 4 includes,
additional design measures and mitigation beyond those included in the proposed action including avoidance periods,
cattle removal for 10 years on some pastures and additional infrastructure. The Draft EIS states that these design
features and mitigations would allow the attainment of the proper functioning condition more quickly than the
proposed action. For this reason, we recommend that the USFS implement the Alternative 4 design features and
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mitigation in the allotments/pastures where there are 303(d) listed streams within or directly downstream.

Response: Thank you for your comment. Your support of Alternative 4 will be considered in the decision-making
process. All alternatives are consistent with clean water act, Alternative 4 is the best action alternative for rate of
recovery in 303d listed streams so we will take your comments into consideration.

Comment: It appears that the USFS is using proper functioning condition as the only means to assess whether all
streams, including those that are included on the 303(d) list, are improving. We are concerned that considering
proper functioning condition alone may not be sufficient to ensure 303(d) listed streams are restored on a timely basis.
For example, the Draft EIS states that Miner Creek was historically found t be functioning and that the 2008 survey
results show that is still the case. As a result, the Draft EIS concludes that current grazing practices appear to be
creating conditions that would allow the attainment of properly functioning condition. Considering that Miner Creek
continues to be a 303(d) listed stream, it is unclear whether properly functioning condition alone is adequate for
evaluating the impact of grazing activities on surface waters and ensuring that management actions will continue to
be consistent with long-term water quality restoration plans and TMDLs. Our scoping comments requested that the
Drarft #1S describe aquatic/water quality effectiveness monitoring activities that have been, are or will be, carried out
to evaluate the proposed project’s effects on 303(d) listed streams. We recommend that the Final EIS provide further
explanation of how proper function condition is an adequate measure for ensuring consistency with these

7-3 requirements. If necessary to provide a more comprehensive analysis of the project’s effects on streams, we
recommend that the USFS also consider data and information from the State of Montana and local watershed
restoration organizations when making management decisions.

Response: All available information is used and we work with watershed groups regularly to ensure their
involvement.

PFC is not the only assessment methodology; we use a combination of quantitative and qualitative assessments
(DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 575-581) to rate specific streams and have quality data to support our calls. Miner Creek is an
interesting example, it has been in excellent shape for a number of years and its presence on the 303d list does not
change the fact that it is properly functioning. The state has not been very active in de-listing streams and most of the
sediment in the Miner Creek drainage is derived from beaver activity and diversions downstream. We would be
happy to work with DEQ to get this stream removed from the 303d list.
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Note: The interdisciplinary team found it difficult to discern how some comments in this letter apply to livestock grazing in the project
area and the analysis disclosed in the DEIS. To provide full public disclosure, comments are provided in their entirety. However, where
the applicability of the comment is difficult to discern, text highlighted in yellow identifies what the interdisciplinary team thinks is the
intent of the comment relative to livestock grazing in the project area and the DEIS analysis. As a result, the provided response is
intended to address the yellow highlighted text. Yellow highlights will appear gray in printed copies of this document.

Comment
No. Comment and Response

Comment: This allotment management plan violates NEPA because the NEPA documents are not on the BDNF website for the
public to see. This proposal needs to put the documents on the website and rescope and put out a new DEIS.

Response: The DEIS was posted on the BDNF webpage during the comment period. Due to the large electronic size
8-1 of the documents, the DEIS was posted on the web page as 3 separate electronic documents — Chapterl and 2, Chapter
3 and Chapters 4 and 5. In addition, DEIS appendices were individually posted. A review of correspondence received
during the DEIS comment period does not indicate anybody contacted the BDNF identifying problems accessing the
web posted documents.

Comment: Please better assess the cumulative, indirect, or direct effects of grazing allotment management on arctic
grayling. The DEIS says that arctic grayling are not in the allotments but down stream of the allotments. If they are not in the
8-2 allotments, why aren’t they? Were they there before cattle grazing?

Response: The analysis for arctic grayling has been updated in the FEIS.

Comment: The North and West Big Hole Allotments Management Plan analysis of impacts on water quality are
inadequate. In a situation parallel to that for soils, project area streams are already significantly degraded due to the
combination of past management activities.

8-3 Response: Existing condition, which includes effects from past and ongoing activities, and direct, indirect and

cumulative effects to water quality from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions are disclosed in the
DEIS (Chapter 3, pg. 546-634).

Comment: NFMA regulations state ““fish and wildlife habitat shall be managed to maintain viable populations of
8-4 existing native and desirable non-native species in the planning area... a viable population shall be regarded as one
which has the estimated numbers and distribution of reproductive individuals to insure its continued existence is well
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distributed in the planning area.” (36 C.F.R. 219.12.) Please demonstrate that there is a viable population of arctic
grayling in the North and West Big Hole Allotments and in the Forest. Please formally consult with the U.S. FWS on
the impact of this project on arctic grayling.

Response: An analysis to show consistency with the NFMA regulation you cite, was done during Forest Planning
and is found in Appendix D of the Beaverhead-Deerlodge Land and Resource Management Plan. Additionally,
Appendix D of this DEIS provides a consistency review with NFMA and the Forest Plan. Arctic grayling are not
federally listed under the Endangered Species Act and therefore, consultation with U.S. FWS is not necessary.
Information on Arctic grayling will be updated in the FEIS.

Comment: The Project Area is Within Occupied Grizzly Bear Habitat PLEASE FORMALLY CONSULT WITH THE
U.S. FWS ON THE IMPACT OF THESE ALLOTMENTS ON GRIZZLY BEARS The agencies’ failure to complete ESA
consultation before authorizing and implementing the Project would violate the ESA.

8-5 Response: This project is not within occupied grizzly bear habitat (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 727-728, Appendix A7).
This project fits within the project considered under the Region 1 Programmatic Biological Assessment for Activities
that are not likely to adversely affect Canada Lynx, Grizzly bear and Designated Critical Habitat (October 2014).
Compliance with this document can be found in the project record.

Comment: The Big Hole Allotment Management Plan Project violates the Endangered Species Act, NEPA, NFMA
and the APA. “The main cause of lynx mortality is starvation (USDA Forest Service 2007a, page 141). Therefore,
lynx habitat conservation measures are currently focused on maintaining adequate quantities of winter snowshoe hare
habitat. Livestock grazing (and trampling) has the potential to reduce the regeneration of aspen, conifer, and willow
communities, which in turn could reduce the amount and quality of snowshoe hare habitat.”

Response: Impacts to lynx foraging habitat from livestock grazing was analyzed in the DEIS (pages 767-787) in
compliance with the NRLMD.

Comment: The agencies concede that the Project is likely to adversely affect the lynx. However, FWS failed to
prepare a biological opinion for the Project. Instead, the agencies rely on 5-year old biological opinion for the
Region-wide Northern Rockies Lynx Management Direction. This Region-wide programmatic biological opinion
cannot and does not adequately substitute for a Project-specific biological opinion. The agencies’ failure to complete
ESA consultation before authorizing and implementing the Project violates the ESA. Additionally, the programmatic
biological opinion relied upon does not address all the relevant factors for the Project and is not based on best

8-7
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available science.

Response: It was not determined that this project is likely to adversely affect lynx. We are not relying on a 5-year old
biological opinion for the region-wide NRLMD for this project. Refer to comment 8-5.

Comment: THE AGENCIES MUST COMPLETE A NEW BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT, BIOLOGICAL OPINION,
INCIDENTAL TAKE STATEMENT, AND LYNX MANAGEMENT DIRECTION AMENDMENT FOR THE FOREST
PLAN FOR LYNX. The agencies do not have in place a legally and scientifically adequate biological assessment,
biological opinion, and incidental take statement for lynx for the Forest Plan for the BDNF. Although the agencies
rely on the Forest Plan amendment appending the Northern Rockies Lynx Management Direction to the BDNF Forest
Plan, those amendments are inadequate. The amendments fail to consider important factors and fail to use the best
available science on necessary lynx habitat elements, including but not limited to, failing to include standards that
8-8 protect key winter habitat.

Response: The NRLMD is incorporated into our Forest Plan and this analysis includes consideration of best
available science including the new LCAS (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg.730-732). Additionally, this project fits within the
project considered under the Region 1 Programmatic Biological Assessment for Activities that are not likely to
adversely affect Canada Lynx, Grizzly bear and Designated Critical Habitat (October 2014). Compliance with this
document can be found in the project record. There is no designated critical habitat on the Forest (DEIS, Chapter 3,
pg. 731).

Comment: The Endangered Species Act requires the FS to insure that the Big Hole Allotments Management Plan is
not likely to result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat. 16 U.S.C. §1536(a)(2). Activities that
may destroy or adversely modify critical habitat are those that alter the physical and biological features to an extent
that appreciably reduces the conservation value of critical habitat for lynx. 74 Fed. Reg. 8644. The Northern Rockies
Lynx Management Direction (NRLMD) as applied in the Lonesome Wood project violates the ESA by failing to use the
best available science to insure no adverse modification of critical habitat. The NRLMD carves out exemptions from
Vg Standards S1, S2, S5, and S6. In particular, fuel treatment projects may occur in the WUI even though they will
not meet standards Veg S1, S2, S5, or S6, provided they do not occur on more than 6% of lynx habitat on each
National Forest. See NRLMD ROD, Attachment 1, pages 2-3. Allowing the agency to destroy or adversely modify any
lynx critical habitat has the potential to appreciably reduce the conservation value of such habitat. The agency cannot
simply set a cap at 6% forest-wide without looking at the individual characteristics of each LAU to determine whether
the project has the potential to appreciably reduce the conservation value. The ESA requires the use of the best

8-9
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available science at the site-specific level. It does not allow the agencies to make a gross determination that allowing
lynx critical habitat to be destroyed forest-wide will not appreciably reduce the conservation value.

The FS violated NEPA by applying the above-mentioned exception without analyzing the impacts to lynx in the
individual LAUs. The Lonesome Wood Project violates the NFMA by failing to insure the viability of lynx. According
to the 1982 NFMA regulations, fish and wildlife must be managed to maintain viable populations of Canada lynx in
the planning area. 36 C.F.R. 219.19. The FS has not shown that lynx will be well-distributed in the planning area. The
FS has not addressed how the project’s adverse modification of denning and foraging habitat will impact distribution.
This is important because the agency readily admits that the LAUs already contain a ““relatively large percentage of
unsuitable habitat.”” The NRLMD ROD at 40 states that:

The national forests subject to this new direction will provide habitat to maintain a viable population of lynx in the
northern Rockies by maintaining the current distribution of occupied lynx habitat, and maintaining or enhancing the
quality of that habitat.

The FS cannot insure species viability here without addressing the impacts to the already low amount of suitable
habitat. By cutting in denning and foraging habitat, the agency will not be ““maintaining or enhancing the quality of
the habitat.”

This project is in Canada habitat. In order to meet the requirements of the FS/USFWS Conservation Agreement, the
FS agreed to insure that all project activities are consistent with the Lynx Conservation Assessment and Strategy
(LCAS) and the requirements of protecting lynx critical habitat. The FS did not do so with its Lonesome Wood project
analysis. This project will adversely affect lynx critical habitat in violation of the Endangered Species Act. The
BA/BE needs to be rewritten to reflect this information to determine if this project will adversely modify proposed
critical habitat for lynx and if so conference with USFWS.

Response: Refer to comment 8-5 and 8-8. There is no lynx designated critical habitat on the BDNF (DEIS, Chapter
3, pg. 731).

Comment: On March 31, 2008 Gloria Manning, Reviewing Officer for the Chief, issued instructions to the Forest
Service regarding two of appellants’ claims regarding the Northern Rockies Lynx Management Direction appeal.
8-10 Please find a copy of our appeal attached. Claim 1 in the appeal submitted by Friends of the Wild Swan, Alliance for
the Wild Rockies and Friends of the Clearwater alleged that the Forest Service violated the National Environmental
Policy Act and Administrative Procedures Act by selecting arbitrary criteria to determine whether habitat was
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occupied. Neither the FEIS nor the amended Conservation Agreement contains any justification for the criteria used
to determine whether lynx occupy habitat on National Forests.

Ms. Manning reviewed the appeal record and found no specific explanation for the selection of this date or indication
of whether records of earlier sightings had been reviewed for their relevance or why those earlier records would not
be otherwise considered in determining occupied lynx habitat."”

She instructed the Forest Service to provide documentation for the record that more fully describes the rationale for
establishing that verified lynx observations or records since 1999, and not earlier, may be used as a basis for
determining occupied lynx habitat. This documentation must be provided to all appellants. If the documentation was
not in existence at the time the ROD was signed you will utilize Forest Service Handbook 1909.15, Chapter 18 to
determine any subsequent actions that may be necessary as a result of this new information."

Likewise in the Montanans for Multiple Use appeal Ms. Manning instructed the Forest Service to supplement the
FEIS with an analysis of the economic effects associated with commercial timber harvest, in accordance with NEPA
regulations at 40 CFR 1502.9. Utilize Forest Service Handbook 1909.15, Chapter 18, to determine any subsequent
actions that may be necessary as a result of the new information."

Because of instructions in the Northern Rockies Lynx Management Direction

Comment (cont): appeal decision the Forest Service is required to consult with the US Fish and Wildlife Service.
This was not done in violation of the Endangered Species Act.

The BDNF is home to the Canada lynx, listed as a Threatened species under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). In
December 1999, the Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management completed their “Biological Assessment Of The
8-10 (cont) | Effects Of National Forest Land And Resource Management Plans And Bureau Of Land Management Land Use Plans
On Canada Lynx” (Programmatic Lynx BA). The Programmatic Lynx BA concluded that the current programmatic
land management plans ““may affect, and are likely to adversely affect, the subject population of Canada lynx.”

Response: Refer to comment 8-5 and 8-8.

Comment: Continued implementation of the Forest Plan constitutes a ““taking™ of the lynx. Such taking can only be
authorized with an incidental take statement, issued as part of a Biological Opinion (B.O.) during of Section 7

8-11 consultation. The BDNF must incorporate terms and conditions from a programmatic B.O. into a Forest Plan
amendment or revision before projects affecting lynx habitat, such as this one, can be authorized.
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The Programmatic Lynx BA’ “likely to adversely affect’ conclusion was based upon the following rationale. Plans
within the Northern Rockies:

. generally direct an aggressive fire suppression strategy within developmental land allocations. ...this
strategy may be contributing to a risk of adversely affecting the lynx by limiting the availability of foraging
habitat within these areas.

. allow levels of human access via forest roads that may present a risk of incidental trapping or shooting of
lynx or access by other competing carnivores. The risk of road-related adverse effects is primarily a
winter season issue.

. are weak in providing guidance for new or existing recreation developments. Therefore, these activities
may contribute to a risk of adverse effects to lynx.

. allow both mechanized and non-mechanized recreation that may contribute to a risk of adverse effects to
lynx. The potential effects occur by allowing compacted snow trails and plowed roads which may
facilitate the movements of lynx competitors and predators.

. provide weak direction for maintaining habitat connectivity within naturally or artificially fragmented
landscapes. Plans within all geographic areas lack direction for coordinating construction of highways
and other movement barriers with other responsible agencies. These factors may be contributing to a risk
of adverse effects to lynx.

. are weak in providing direction for coordinating management activities with adjacent landowners and
other agencies to assure consistent management of lynx habitat across the landscape. This may contribute
to a risk of adverse effects to lynx.

. fail to provide direction for monitoring of lynx, snowshoe hares, and their habitats. While failure to
monitor does not directly result in adverse effects, it makes the detection and assessment of adverse effects
from other management activities difficult or impossible to attain.

. forest management has resulted in a reduction of the area in which natural ecological processes were
historically allowed to operate, thereby increasing the area potentially affected by known risk factors to
lynx. The Plans have continued this trend. The Plans have also continued the process of fragmenting
habitat and reducing its quality and quantity. Consequently, plans may risk adversely affecting lynx by
potentially contributing to a reduction in the geographic range of the species.

. The BA team recommends amending or revising the Plans to incorporate conservation measures that
would reduce or eliminate the identified adverse effects to lynx. The programmatic conservation measures

8-11 (cont)
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listed in the Canada Lynx Conservation Assessment and Strategy (LCAS) should be considered in this
regard, once finalized (Programmatic Lynx BA, at 4.)
Response: Refer to comment 8-5 and 8-8.
Comment: The Programmatic Lynx BA notes that the LCAS identifies the following risk factors to lynx in this
geographic area:
« Timber harvest and precommercial thinning that reduce denning or foraging habitat or converts habitat to less desirable
tree species
» Fire exclusion that changes the vegetation mosaic maintained by natural disturbance processes
e Grazing by domestic livestock that reduces forage for lynx prey
» Roads and winter recreation trails that facilitate access to historical lynx habitat by competitors
* Legal (in Montana) and incidental trapping and shooting
* Predation
8-12 « Being hit by vehicles
» Obstructions to lynx movements such as highways and private land development
As evidenced by the fact that the Canada lynx is now listed under the Endangered Species Act and has critical habitat
in the project area, it is clear that the BDNF must do more that follow its Forest Plan’s weak protections provided for
lynx. The DN did not demonstrate that the project and its analysis are consistent with all Standards contained in the
Lynx Conservation and Assessment Strategy (LCAS) or lynx critical habitat. This is a violation of NFMA and the
ESA.
Response: Refer to comment 8-5 and 8-8. There is no designated lynx critical habitat on the BDNF (DEIS, Chapter
3, pg. 731).
Comment: The DN did not adequately address the effects of grazing on landscape pattern, which is essential for
protection of critical habitat. The LCAS require that the FS:
8-13 Maintain suitable acres and juxtaposition of lynx habitat through time. Design vegetation treatments to
approximate historical landscape patterns and disturbance processes.
If the landscape has been fragmented by past management activities that reduced the quality of lynx habitat,
adjust management practices to produce forest composition, structure, and patterns more similar to those that
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would have occurred under historical disturbance regimes.

Response: There is no designated lynx critical habitat on the BDNF (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 731).

Comment: The LCAS sets mandatory Standards that would modify or amend the Forest Plan—steps the BDNF has
thus far not accomplished. Important Programmatic Standards include:
Identify key linkage areas that may be important in providing landscape connectivity within and between
geographic areas, across all ownerships. (LCAS at 89.)
Develop and implement a plan to protect key linkage areas on federal lands from activities that would create
barriers to movement. Barriers could result from an accumulation of incremental projects, as opposed to any
8-14 one project. (Id.)
Map and monitor the location and intensity of snow compacting activities that coincide with lynx habitat, to
facilitate future evaluation of effects on lynx as information becomes available. (LCAS at 83.)
On federal lands in lynx habitat, allow no net increase in groomed or designated over-the-snow routes and
snowmobile play areas by LAU.

Response: Refer to comment 8-5 and 8-8.

Comment: Among the standards set out in the LCAS are provisions to maintain denning habitat as discussed in the
programmatic lynx BO:
Denning Habitat - Within developmental land allocations, existing Plan direction to maintain old growth
habitat was judged to be adequate to provide for lynx denning habitat for all geographic areas except the
Great Lakes. (BO at 31.)
However, the BDNF cannot meet lynx denning requirements unless it is meeting Forest Plan old-growth requirements.
8-15 The Programmatic BA’s analysis of the ability of the Forest Plans, as “amended” by the LCAS, to prevent a ““taking™
of the lynx is based upon the Forests’ meeting such management standards. As the BDNF has not yet proved it is in
compliance with old-growth species’ viability standards or adequately dealing with forest wide old-growth declines,
the project may not be in compliance with the LCAS.

Response: Refer to comment 8-5 and 8-8. Livestock grazing is not a threat to nor does it impact lynx denning habitat
(large downed woody debris) or old growth.

8-16 Comment: It is not clear that the BDNF has a complete understanding of the current level of use of the project area
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for snowmobiles and other motorized recreational users. Please analyze the cumulative impacts on lynx from the
additional grazing, new roads, additional skid trails, and other logging access routes to be constructed in the
allotments areas—roads/access routes that could be used by snowmobilers snowmobiles and other motorized
recreational users, snowshoers, and cross country skiers long. These roads/access routes can also impact lynx habitat
during all seasons because of increased access for humans.

Response: Cumulative effects to lynx from all alternatives when compared to past present and future actions
(including all motorized use) were considered in the DEIS (Chapter 3, pgs.773-787).

Comment: From Ruggiero, et al. (1999: “Lynx metapopulation dynamics operate at regional scales” (p. 24). There must be
maps and adequate discussion of the connectivity issue in the DN, making it possible to see the landscape features that affect
connectivity and metapopulation dynamics within and between LAUs both within and outside the project area, a goal of the
LCAS mapping requirement.

The very existence of roads and compacted travel routes from motorized vehicles in snow adversely affect lynx
8-17 because of the advantage provided for other predators that normally wouldn’t be in portions of the project area in
winter.

Response: Livestock grazing has not been shown to impact connectivity within Lynx Analysis Units because it does
not create barriers for lynx movement or reduce the potential for lynx to travel through the LAUSs if they chose to do
so. Cumulative effects to lynx from all alternatives when compared to past present and future actions (including all
motorized use) were considered in the DEIS (Chapter 3, pgs. 773-787).

Comment: Any assumption that a project will not adversely impact the lynx simply because LCAS standards and
guidelines are met has never been verified. These management guidelines are merely a guess for lynx management,
developed by the FS and other government agencies. There has never been an independent scientific peer review of
these guidelines, including by lynx experts such as those who prepared the Ruggiero, et al. (1999) research paper

8-18 upon which the LCAS is largely based.

Response: The assumption that the project will not adversely impact lynx was not stated in the DEIS. Refer to
comment 8-8.

Comment: The issue of providing for the larger landscape needs of far-ranging forest carnivores (including the
8-19 grizzly bear, gray wolf, wolverine, fisher, pine marten, lynx, goshawk, etc.) reveals the need to utilize the principles of
Conservation Biology on a landscape level. Core areas of relatively undisturbed habitats need to be maintained.
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Linkages with other core areas need to be established, providing sufficient habitat components so the linkages, or
corridors, are functional for genetic interchange purposes. Both core areas and linkages should be the focus of the
watershed rehabilitation and recovery discussed above (such as road removal). Buffer zones around core areas
should also be recognized in their contribution to habitat needs for these wildlife species.

Response: This project does not propose road removal as mentioned in this comment. Impacts of livestock grazing
on forest carnivores such as grizzly bear, grey wolf, wolverine, fisher and lynx were analyzed in the DEIS (Chapter 3,
pgs.752, 753-766, 767-787, 788-803, and Appendix B8). Livestock grazing has not been shown to impact goshawk
and pine marten are not considered a species of concern in the State of Montana. Livestock grazing is not suspected to
impact linkage areas and there is no science indicating grazing as proposed will impact core areas of secure habitat for
wildlife.

Comment: None of the so-called cumulative effects discussions adequately discloses the effects of past management
activities in a logically-defined analysis area, on land of any ownership, to the issue of how those projects have
affected the fuel situation. There is no discussion of the cumulative effects of this project and other management
activities in violation of NEPA, NFPA and the APA.

Response: The ID team finds it difficult to respond to this comment that appears to take issue with a lack of
cumulative effects analysis from past projects in relation to the existing “fuel situation” because the purpose of this
project is to update livestock grazing management. Typically, analysis of the “fuel situation” is associated with
vegetation management projects designed to reduce hazardous fuels near developed property. As a result, we are
unable to discern, based on this comment, how the cumulative effects analysis disclosed in the DEIS for each resource
analyzed in detail, relative to the project purpose of updating livestock management, is inadequate.

8-20

Comment: The BDNF Plan fails to identify and monitor a management indicator species (MIS) for aspen habitats
even though the agency continues to implement management activities such as these Allotments Management Plan
within aspen and mixed aspen/conifer stands.

8-21 Page 3-47 of the South Fork and Watkins EA in the Gallatin N.F. states: “Livestock grazing (and trampling) has the
potential to reduce the regeneration of aspen, conifer, and willow communities, which in turn could reduce the amount
and quality of snowshoe hare habitat.”

Please examine how livestock grazing will affect apsen [sic] in these allotments.
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Response: Livestock grazing effects to aspen has been added to the vegetation section of the EIS (pg. 288).
Comment: Disclose all Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest (BDNF) Forest Plan requirements for allotments and

822 explain how the Project complies with them
Response: This information is disclosed in Appendix D (Forest Plan Consistency) of the DEIS.
Comment: Disclose the acreages of past, current, and reasonably foreseeable logging, grazing, and road-building
activities within the allotment areas

8-23 Response: Acres of past logging activities within the allotment areas are disclosed in the DEIS Appendices —
specifically the “Project Area Tables”. Acres grazed by livestock are described in the existing condition for range and
invasive species in the DEIS. Existing road densities are disclosed in the existing condition for terrestrial wildlife.
Comment: Solicit and disclose comments from the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks and the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service regarding the impact of the allotments on fish and wildlife habitat

8-24 Response: Initial scoping comments provided by MFWP and ID team responses are disclosed in Appendix C of the
DEIS. US Fish and Wildlife Service and MFWP did not provide comments on the DEIS.
Comment: Solicit and disclose comments from the Montana Department of Environmental Quality regarding the

8.5 impact of the Project on water quality
Response: The initial scoping letter was sent to DEQ. No comments were received.
Comment: Disclose the biological assessment for the candidate, threatened, or endangered species with potential
and/or actual habitat in the allotment areas

8-26 Response: The Biological Assessment is submitted to US Fish and Wildlife Service prior to publication of a Record
of Decision. When the Biological Assessment is finalized, it will be published on the BDNF web page.
Comment: Disclose the biological evaluation for the sensitive and management indicator species with potential

6.0 and/or actual habitat in the Allotment areas

-27

Response: Analysis of sensitive species and MIS is disclosed in the, botany, aquatics and terrestrial wildlife sections
of the DEIS and the specialist reports comply with the requirements of a biological evaluation (pgs. 356-430; 635-
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713; 723-852; Appendix B8).

Comment: Disclose the current, during-project, and post-project road densities in the Allotment areas

8-28 Response: Open Motorized Road and Trail Densities (OMRTD) are disclosed (DEIS, pg. 748).

Comment: Disclose the BDNF’s record of compliance with state best management practices regarding stream
sedimentation from ground-disturbing management activities;

8-29 Response: Required monitoring of State BMPs applies to timber harvest activities. This information is not disclosed

in the DEIS because the purpose of the project is to update grazing management practices.

Comment: Disclose the BDNF’s record of compliance with the additional monitoring requirements set forth in
previous DN/FONSIs and RODs on the BDNF

Response: Forest Plan monitoring reports are electronically available on the BDNF web page.

8-30

Comment: Disclose the results of the field surveys for threatened, endangered, sensitive, and rare plants in each of
the proposed units

8-31 Response: Sensitive plant information by allotment and pasture is disclosed in DEIS under the Existing Condition
starting on page 366 (also Table 3 of the Sensitive Plant Report). This includes information gathered from field
surveys.

Comment: Disclose the level of current noxious weed infestations in the Allotment areas and the cause of those

832 infestations

Response: The existing environment for noxious weeds is disclosed in the DEIS (Chapter 3, pg. 221-369).

Comment: Disclose the impact of livestock grazing on noxious weed infestations and native plant communities

8-33 Response: The effects analysis for noxious weeds is disclosed in the DEIS (Chapter 3, pg. 221-369).

Comment: Disclose the amount of detrimental soil disturbance that currently exists in each allotment from previous
8.3 logging and grazing activities

-34
Response: Most soil disturbance, detrimental or not, in older harvest areas has recovered completely. Recent harvest
has affected very small areas within some allotments and monitoring has demonstrated that those activity areas are
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well within soil quality standards.

Please refer to the discussion under the “Soil Quality Standards” heading for each allotment in the Existing Condition
section for estimates of grazing detrimental soil disturbance (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 436-469, Tables 16-26).

Comment: Disclose the expected amount of detrimental soil disturbance in each allotment caused by grazing and
prior to any proposed mitigation/remediation

8-35 Response: Existing condition and soil alternative comparison tables includes information on how current livestock

management has affected soil condition (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 431-469; Tables 15-25).

Comment: Disclose the expected amount of detrimental soil disturbance in each allotment

8-36 Response: Refer to responses 8-34 & 8-35.

Comment: Disclose the analytical data that supports proposed soil mitigation/remediation measures

8-37 Response: Grazing management strategies that maintain or improve range vegetation have the same effect on soil.
The concepts supporting this relationship are discussed (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 435-469).

Comment: Disclose the timeline for implementation

8-38 Response: Projected implementation for the selected alternative will be disclosed in the Record of Decision.

Comment: Disclose the funding source for non-commercial activities proposed

Response: An EIS discloses the direct, indirect and cumulative environmental impacts that would result from the
proposed action and other alternatives (DEIS, page viii). Funding sources are identified during project
implementation, not during planning stages, and as a result are not disclosed in the DEIS.

8-39

Comment: Disclose the current level of old growth forest in each third order drainage in the Allotment areas

Response: An EIS discloses the direct, indirect and cumulative environmental impacts that would result from the
proposed action and other alternatives (DEIS, page viii). Because livestock management practices do not alter old
growth forest characteristics, there are no impacts disclosed.

8-40

8-41 Comment: Disclose the method used to quantify old growth forest acreages and its rate of error based upon field
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review of its predictions
Response: Please see response to comment 8-40. Old growth forest acres are not quantified in the DEIS.
Comment: Disclose the historic levels of mature and old growth forest in the Allotment areas
8-42 Response: Please see response to comment 8-40.
Comment: Disclose the level of mature and old growth forest necessary to sustain viable populations of dependent
wildlife species in the area;
8-43
Response: Please see response to comment 8-40.
Comment: Disclose the amount of current habitat for old growth and mature forest dependent species in the
Allotment areas
8-44
Response: Please see response to comment 8-40.
Comment: Disclose the amount of habitat for old growth and mature forest dependent species that will remain after
8-45 Project implementation
Response: Please see response to comment 8-40.
Comment: Disclose the method used to model old growth and mature forest dependent wildlife habitat acreages and
8-46 its rate of error based upon field review of its predictions
Response: Please see response to comment 8-40.
Comment: Disclose the amount of big game (moose and elk) hiding cover, winter range, summer range and security
currently available in the area
8-47 Response: Refer to comment 4-29. All acres in the allotments can be considered summer range for moose and elk.
Livestock grazing as proposed does not impact hiding cover or security for this species so was not discussed in detail.
Comment: Disclose the amount of big game (moose and elk) hiding cover, winter range, summer range and security
8-48 during Project implementation
Response: Refer to comment 8-47
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Comment: Disclose the amount of big game (moose and elk) hiding cover, winter range, and security after

8-49 implementation

Response: Refer to comment 8-47

Comment: Disclose the method used to determine big game hiding cover, winter range, summer range and security,

8-50 and its rate of error as determined by field review

Response: Refer to comment 8-47

Comment: Disclose the amount of forage in big game winter and summer range before and after grazing

8-51 Response: Refer to comment 8-47

Comment: Disclose if the forest has monitored population trends of MIS

8-52 Response: The Forest Plan Monitoring Report can be found in the project record.

Comment: Disclose the impact of climate change on the efficacy of the proposed treatments

Response: For all action alternatives, actual annual livestock forage consumption is limited by AULs. As annual
forage production varies in response to annual variations in weather patterns or longer term climate changes, the
action alternatives continue to limit forage consumption regardless of actual forage production.

8-53

Comment: Disclose the impact of the proposed project on the carbon storage potential of the area

8-54 Response: Carbon is primarily stored in the soil A horizon. The DEIS discloses the soil productivity of the project
area (Chapter 3, pg. 434-469). As soil production increases, there is a corresponding increase in carbon storage.

Comment: Disclose the baseline condition, and expected sedimentation during and after activities, for all streams in
the area

8-55 Response: Baseline condition is disclosed in the existing condition (Chapter 3, pg. 552-575) and expected

sedimentation is disclosed in the effects section of the document (Chapter 3, pg. 576-579).

8.56 Comment: Disclose maps of the area that show the following elements:
-5

1. Past, current, and reasonably foreseeable logging units in the Allotment areas;
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Past, current, and reasonably foreseeable grazing allotments in the project areas;
Hiding cover in the Allotment areas according to the Forest Plan definition;

Old growth forest in the Allotment areas;

Big game security areas;

Moose winter range;

ok wN

Response: Maps of past vegetation management activities considered during cumulative effects analysis are mapped
in Appendix A8 of the DEIS. Grazing allotments are mapped in Appendix Al of the DEIS. The Forest Plan does not
include a definition of hiding cover. Old growth and big game security areas are not mapped because the project
proposal (livestock grazing) does not alter old growth characteristics or wildlife security areas (see Forest Plan
definition). Please refer to the response to comment 4-29 about big game winter range.

Comment: Please better address the ecological, social and ascetic impact of current noxious weed infestations within
the allotment areas. Include an analysis of the impact of the actions proposed by this project on the long and short
term spread of current and new noxious weed infestations. What treatment methods will be used to address growing
noxious weed problems? What noxious weeds are currently and historically found within the allotment areas? Please
include a map of current noxious weed infestations which includes knapweed, Saint Johnswort, cheat grass, bull

8-57 thistle, Canada thistle, hawkweed, hound’s-tongue, oxeye daisy and all other Category 1, Category 2 and Category 3
weeds classified as noxious in the MONTANA COUNTY NOXIOUS WEED LIST.

Response: Impacts of noxious weeds are analyzed by alternative and allotment (DEIS, pgs. 275- 355). Noxious
weed presence by grazing allotment disclosed (DEIS, Table 4, pgs. 218-19). Treatment methods used are discussed
(DEIS, pg. 219). Maps are disclosed (DEIS, Appendix A3, North and West Weed Maps).

Comment: Are yellow and orange hawkweeds present within the allotment areas?

8-58 Response: Noxious weed presence by grazing allotment disclosed (DEIS, Table 4, pgs. 218-19).
Comment: Please address the cumulative, direct and indirect effects of the proposed project on weed introduction,
spread and persistence that includes how weed infestations have been and will be influenced by the following

8-59 management actions: road construction including new permanent and temporary roads, and skid trails proposed

within this project; opening and decommissioning of roads represented on forest service maps; ground disturbance
and traffic on forest service template roads, mining access routes, and private roads; and grazings. What allotment
have existent noxious weed populations and what methods will be used to assure that noxious weeds are not spread
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into other areas of the forest?

Response: See comment 8-57.

Comment: Noxious weeds are not eradicated with single herbicide treatments. A onetime application may kill an individual
plant but dormant seeds in the ground can still sprout after herbicide treatment. Thus, herbicides must be used on consistent,
repetitive schedules to be effective. What commitment to a long-term, consistent strategy of application is being proposed for
8-60 each weed infested area within the proposed action area? What long term monitoring of weed populations is proposed?

Response: See comment 8-57.

Comment: When areas treated with herbicides are reseeded on national forest land, they are usually reseeded with exotic
grasses, not native plant species. What native plant restoration activities will be implemented in areas disturbed by the actions
proposed in this project? Will disturbed areas including road corridors, skid trails, and burn units be planted or reseeded with
8-61 native plant species?

Response: Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions in the Project Area are disclosed (DEIS,
Chapter 3, pg. 3); does not include any seeding projects.

Comment: The scientific and managerial consensus is that prevention is the most effective way to manage noxious weeds. The
Forest Service concedes that preventing the introduction of weeds into uninfested areas is ““the most critical component of a
weed management program.” The Forest Service’s national management strategy for noxious weeds also recommends
““develop[ing] and implement[ing] forest plan standards . . . .”” and recognizes that the cheapest and most effective solution is
prevention. Which units within the allotment areas currently have no noxious weed populations within their boundaries? What
minimum standards are in the BDNF’s Plan to address noxious weed infestations? Please include an alternative in the DEIS
that includes land management standards that will prevent new weed infestations by addressing the causes of weed infestation.
The failure to include preventive standards violates NFMA because the Forest Service is not ensuring the protection of soils and
native plant communities. Additionally, the omission of an EIS alternative that includes preventive measures would violate
NEPA because the Forest Service would fail to consider a reasonable alternative.

8-62

Response: See comment 8-57.

The Forest Plan goal (pg. 44) is to prevent, reduce, or eliminate infestations of non-native or noxious weed species
with emphasis on areas where there is a high likelihood of establishment and spread.

Emphasis is on prevention of weeds in the Beaverhead-Deerlodge Noxious Weed Control Final Environmental Impact
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Statement and Record of Decision signed in 2002.

Comment: What threatened, endangered, rare and sensitive plant species and habitat are located within the proposed
allotment areas?

Response: See DEIS pgs. 220, 358-366.

8-63a

Comment: What standards will be used to protect threatened, rare, sensitive and culturally important plant species
and their habitats from the grazing proposed in these allotments?

8-63b Response: The 2009 Forest Plan does not have “standards” for sensitive plant management, but there is one Forest

Plan goal (pg. 43) and design criteria for sensitive plants in the alternatives (DEIS, Chapter 2, pg. 23).

Comment: Describe the potential direct and indirect effect of the proposed grazings [sic] on rare plants and their
habitat.

8-63c Response: The requested analysis is disclosed in Chapter 3, Affected Environments and Analysis, under Sensitive

Plants, beginning on page 382.

Comment: What impact will grazing have on whitebark pine?

8-64 Response: See DEIS, pgs. 382-429. A comparison table of impact determinations for each allotment and alternative
is presented (DEIS, pgs. 430-431).

Comment: Are whitebark pine seedlings and saplings present in the allotments? What surveys have been conducted
to determine presence and abundance of whitebark pine re-generation?

Response: Yes, whitebark pine seedlings and saplings are present within the allotments. No surveys specific to
whitebark pine presence or re-generation were conducted for the project. VMap was used to model the presence of
whitebark pine, though due to the limitations of VMap, (only mapping dominant vegetation accounting for 40% or
more cover) it was assumed that whitebark pine is present in all 11 of the allotments (DEIS, pg. 366).

8-65a

Comment: If whitebark pine seedlings and saplings are present, what measures will be taken to protect them?

8-65b Response: No whitebark pine specific mitigation measures are included, as impacts to whitebark pine from proposed
livestock grazing levels shall be minimal. The included mitigation measures for the proposed action (DEIS, pg. 23)
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and Alternative 4 (DEIS, pg. 26) would apply to sensitive plants, including whitebark pine.

Comment: Have white pine blister rust surveys been accomplished? What is the severity of white pine blister rust in
proposed action areas?

Response: White pine blister rust surveys have not been done in conjunction with this project as white pine blister
8-65¢ rust infection of whitebark pine is not associated with livestock grazing.

Aerial detection surveys for forest insect and disease show no occurrence of blister rust within the allotments (USDA,
Forest Service, Region 1, Insect & Disease Aerial Surveys 2013).

Comment: For every project proposal, it is important that the results of past monitoring be incorporated into
planning. All Interdisciplinary Team Members should be familiar with the results of all past monitoring pertinent to
the allotment areas, and any deficiencies of monitoring that have been previously committed to. For that reason, we
expect that the following be included in the NEPA documents or project files:

» Alist of all past projects (completed or ongoing) implemented in the proposed allotment areas watersheds.

» The results of all monitoring done in the allotment areas as committed to in the NEPA documents of those past
projects.

8-66 » The results of all monitoring done in the proposed allotment areas as a part of the Forest Plan monitoring and
evaluation effort.

» Adescription of any monitoring, specified in those past project NEPA documents or the Forest Plan for proposed
allotment areas, which has yet to be gathered and/or reported.

Response: Project analysis is based on interdisciplinary team review of on-the-ground conditions, including previous
projects not only in the project area but also in similar areas across the BDNF. The results of Forest Plan monitoring
are available on the BDNF web page.

Comment: For the proposal to be consistent with the Forest Plan, enough habitat for viable populations of old-
growth dependent wildlife species is needed over the landscape. Considering potential difficulties of using population
viability analysis at the project analysis area level (Ruggiero, et. al., 1994), the cumulative effects of carrying out
8-67 multiple projects simultaneously across the BDNF makes it imperative that population viability be assessed at least at
the forestwide scale (Marcot and Murphy, 1992). Also, temporal considerations of the impacts on wildlife population
viability from implementing something with such long duration as a Forest Plan must be considered (id.) but this has
never been done by the BDNF. It is also of paramount importance to monitor population during the implementation of
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the Forest Plan in order to validate assumptions used about long-term species persistence i.e., population viability
(Marcot and Murphy, 1992; Lacy and Clark, 1993).

State-of-the-art conservation biology and the principles that underlie the agency’s policy of ““ecosystem management”
dictate an increasing focus on the landscape-scale concept and design of large biological reserves accompanied by
buffer zones and habitat connectors as the most effective (and perhaps only) way to preserve wildlife diversity and
viability (Noss, 1993).

The FS has stated: “Well distributed habitat is the amount and location of required habitat which assure that
individuals from demes,® distributed throughout the population’s existing range, can interact. Habitat should be
located so that genetic exchange among all demes is possible.” (Mealey 1983.)

The FS has acknowledged that viability is not merely a allotment areas consideration, that the scale of analysis must be broader:

Population viability analysis is not plausible or logical at the project level such as the scale of the Dry Fork Vegetation and
Recreation Restoration EA. Distributions of common wildlife species as well as species at risk encompass much larger areas
than typical allotment areass and in most cases larger than National Forest boundaries. No wildlife species that presently
occupy the allotment areas are at such low numbers that potential effects to individuals would jeopardize species viability. No
actions proposed under the preferred alternative would conceivably lead to loss of population viability. (Lewis and Clark NF,
Dry Fork EA Appendix D at p. 9.)

Response: This comment is clearly associated with viability analysis for old growth related species at the Forest
Plan level. This site-specific project is part of implementing the Forest Plan, not part of the process for producing the
Forest Plan that concluded in 2009. In addition, the proposed action (continued livestock grazing) does not alter old
growth forest characterizes or wildlife species that may reside there.

Comment: The FS should firmly establish that the species that exist, or historically are believed to have been present
in the analysis area are still part of viable populations such as arctic grayling. Since Forest Plan monitoring efforts
have failed in this regard, it must be a priority for project analyses. Identification of viable populations is something
8-68 that must be done at a specific geographic scale. The analysis must cover a large enough area to include a
cumulative effects analysis area that would include truly viable populations. Analysis must identify viable populations
of MIS, TES, at-risk, focal, and demand species of which the individuals in the analysis area are members in order to
sustain viable populations.

6Subpopulations.
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Response: A contention that the Forest Plan and associated management direction failed to protect species viability
was raised during appeal of the 2009 Forest Plan. However, The Reviewing Officer for the Chief, in her 10/30/09
decision (Attachment 2, pg. 62-63) on appeals of the Forest Plan FEIS and ROD found “...the BDNF Revised Plan
and its associated management direction adequately provides for wildlife species viability and complies with the 1982
NFMA viability requirements at 36 CFR 219.19.” Project level analysis of MIS and TES species is available in the
DEIS. Unfortunately, this comment does not provide information about why the DEIS analysis is insufficient.

Comment: Please examine how this project could affect grizzly bears, lynx, and wolverine and other species listed under the
Endangered Species Act. Are you complying with lynx critical habitat requirements? Please examine how this project will affect

8-69 all MIS and sensitive species. Please formally consult with the U.S. FWS on the effect of the project on wolverine.
Response: Refer to comment 8-5 and 8-9. Impacts for the alternatives to MIS and sensitive species were addressed
(DEIS, Chapter 3, Appendix B8).

Comment: One of the biggest problems with the FS’s failure to deal forthrightly with the noxious weed problem on a
forest wide basis is that the long-term costs are never adequately disclosed or analyzed. The public is expected to
continuously foot the bill for noxious weed treatments—the need for which increases yearly as the BDNF continues
the large-scale propagation of weeds, and fails to monitor the effectiveness of all its noxious weed treatment plans to
date. There is no guarantee that the money needed for the present management direction will be supplied by
Congress, no guarantee that this amount of money will effectively stem the growing tide of noxious weed invasions, no
accurate analysis of the costs of the necessary post-treatment monitoring, and certainly no genuine analysis of the
long-term costs beyond those incurred by site specific weed control actions.

8-70

Response: Thank you for your comment. Outside the scope of this project.

Comment: Our goals for the area include fully functioning stream ecosystems that include healthy, resilient
populations of native fish, including arctic grayling. The highest priority management actions in the allotment areas
are those that remove impediments to natural recovery. We request the FS design a restoration/access management
plan for allotment areas streams that will achieve recovery goals. The task of management should be the reversal of
8-71 artificial legacies to allow restoration of natural, self-sustaining ecosystem processes. If natural disturbance patterns
are the best way to maintain or restore desired ecosystem values, then nature should be able to accomplish this task
very well without human intervention (Frissell and Bayles, 1996).

Response: Thank you for your comment. Outside the scope of this project.
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Comment: We request a more careful analysis of the impacts to fisheries and water quality, including considerations
of sedimentation, increases in peak flow, channel stability, risk of rain-on-snow events, and increases in stream water
temperature. Please disclose the locations of seeps, springs, bogs and other sensitive wet areas, and the effects of
grazing on these areas. Where livestock are permitted to graze, we ask that you assess the present condition and
continue to monitor the impacts of grazing activities upon vegetation diversity, soil compaction, stream bank stability
and subsequent sedimentation. Please disclose in the NEPA document the results of up-to-date monitoring of fish
8-72 habitat and watershed conditions and how this project will affect the fish in the allotment areas.

Response: This document represents the most up to date conditions we have on project streams and wetland
conditions in the project area. Trends were developed based on historic information where available and all relevant
condition data was utilized to determine riparian condition in the project area. Wetland distribution in the project area
Is extensive and specific conditions were established in a number of locations through qualitative assessments which
can be found in the Hydrology map packets (Appendix A5).

Comment: It is extremely important the FS disclose the environmental baseline for watersheds. Generally, this
means their condition before grazing was initiated. For example, the baseline condition of a stream means the habitat
conditions for fish and other aquatic species prior to the impacts of road building, logging, livestock grazing, etc.
Therefore, proper disclosure of baseline conditions would mean estimates of stream stability, pool frequency
conditions, and water temperature range—essentially the values of Riparian Management Objectives along with such
8-73 parameters as sediment levels. When such information is provided, comparison with the current conditions (after
impacts of development) will aid in the assessment of cumulative effects of all alternatives.

Response: Our methodology for addressing stream condition is accurate and consistent across the project area. If you
have baseline information for project streams prior to grazing we would appreciate that and utilize it but specific
habitat metrics from project streams prior to grazing (over 100 years in the past) is not currently available.

Comment: Grazing may adversely affect soil productivity. NFMA requires the FS to “not allow significant or permanent
impairment of the productivity of the land.” [36 C.F.R. § 219.27(a)(1).] NFMA requires the Forest Service to ““ensure that
grazing on National Forest System lands only where—soil, slope, or other watershed conditions will not be irreversibly
8-74a damaged.” [16 U.S.C. 1604 (g)(3)(E).]

Response: We agree and cite the same law (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 432). These data and this analysis by qualified Soil
Scientists are to ensure that grazing on these allotments does not adversely affect soil productivity.
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8-74b

Comment: Please disclose how the productivity of the land been affected in the allotment areas and forestwide due
to noxious weed infestations, and how that situation is expected to change in the coming years and decades.

Response: Please refer to the Range and Invasive Plants section for a discussion about existing noxious weed
infestations and expected changes under each alternative (DEIS, Chapter 3, Range Table 4, pg. 218-219; 335-355).
Also see the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest Noxious Weed Control Environmental Impact Statement and
Record of Decision (USDA, 2002) for the Forest-wide perspective.

8-74c

Comment: Harvey et al., 1994 state:
The ...descriptions of microbial structures and processes suggest that they are likely to provide highly critical conduits for
the input and movement of materials within soil and between the soil and the plant. Nitrogen and carbon have been
mentioned and are probably the most important. Although the movement and cycling of many others are mediated by
microbes, sulfur phosphorus, and iron compounds are important examples.

The relation between forest soil microbes and N is striking. Virtually all N in eastside forest ecosystems is
biologically fixed by microbes... Most forests, particularly in the inland West, are likely to be limited at some time
during their development by supplies of plant-available N. Thus, to manage forest growth, we must manage the
microbes that add most of the N and that make N available for subsequent plant uptake.

Lacy, 2001 examines the importance of soils for ecosystem functioning and points out the failure of most regulatory

mechanisms to adequately address the soils issue. From the Abstract:
Soil is a critical component to nearly every ecosystem in the world, sustaining life in a variety of ways—from
production of biomass to filtering, buffering and transformation of water and nutrients. While there are dozens of
federal environmental laws protecting and addressing a wide range of natural resources and issues of
environmental quality, there is a significant gap in the protection of the soil resource. Despite the critical
importance of maintaining healthy and sustaining soils, conservation of the soil resource on public lands is
generally relegated to a diminished land management priority. Countless activities, including livestock grazing,
recreation, road building, logging, and mining, degrade soils on public lands. This article examines the roots of
soil law in the United States and the handful of soil-related provisions buried in various public land and natural
resource laws, finding that the lack of a public lands soil law leaves the soil resource under protected and exposed
to significant harm. To remedy this regulatory gap, this article sketches the framework for a positive public lands
soil protection law. This article concludes that because soils are critically important building blocks for nearly
every ecosystem on earth, an holistic approach to natural resources protection requires that soils be protected to
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avoid undermining much of the legal protection afforded to other natural resources.

The article goes on:
Countless activities, including livestock grazing, recreation, road building, logging, mining, and irrigation
degrade soils on public lands. Because there are no laws that directly address and protect soils on the public
lands, consideration of soils in land use planning is usually only in the form of vaguely conceived or discretionary
guidelines and monitoring requirements. This is a major gap in the effort to provide ecosystem-level protection
for natural resources.

The rise of an “ecosystem approach: in environmental and natural resources law is one of the most significant
aspects of the continuing evolution of this area of law and policy. One writer has observed that there is a
fundamental change occurring in the field of environmental protection, from a narrow focus on individual sources
of harm to a more holistic focus

Comment (cont):
on entire ecosystems, including the multiple human sources of harm within ecosystems, and the complex social
context of laws, political boundaries, and economic institutions in which those sources exist.

As federal agencies focus increasingly on addressing environmental protection from an holistic perspective under
the current regime of environmental laws, a significant gap remains in the federal statutory scheme: protection of
soils as a discrete and important natural resource. Because soils are essential building blocks at the core of
nearly every ecosystem on earth, and because soils are critical to the health of so many other natural resources —
including, at the broadest level, water, air and vegetation — the4y should be protected at a level at least as

8-74c (cont) significant as other natural resources. Federal soil law (such as it is) is woefully inadequate as it currently
stands. It is a missing link in the effort to protect the natural world at a meaningful and effective ecosystem level.

... This analysis concludes that the lace of a public lands soil law leaves the soil resource under-protected and
exposed to significant harm, and emasculates the environmental protections afforded to other natural resources.

The problems Lacy (2001) identifies of regulatory mechanisms exists in Regional and Forest-level standards and
other guidance applicable for the proposed project.

Please provide estimates of current detrimental disturbance in all previously established activity areas in the
watersheds, affected by the proposal. Please disclose the link between current and cumulative soil disturbance in

E-56



North and West Big Hole AMPs Appendices
Final Environmental Impact Statement

Comment
No. Comment and Response

allotment areas watersheds to the current and cumulative impacts on water quantity and quality.

Response: Previously established activity areas are associated with timber sales in watersheds affected by the
proposal. Most soil disturbance, detrimental or not, in older harvest areas has recovered completely. Recent harvest
has affected very small areas within some allotments and monitoring has demonstrated that those activity areas are
well within soil quality standards. Estimates of current detrimental soil disturbance from grazing are provided for
each allotment in the soil existing condition section (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. pg. 436-469, Tables 16-26).

The link between soil disturbance and water quality and quantity effects is complicated but in general is related to the
distance between soil disturbance and streams. Therefore, soil disturbance alongside a stream will have a greater
impact than that on an upper slope or ridge. Upland soil conditions, as described in this analysis, where vegetation
and water resource management are the primary objectives have essentially no negative impact on water quality and
quantity. Soil disturbance near streams is much more likely to negatively impact water quality and quantity and is
discussed in the hydrology section (DEIS, Chapter 3, pgs. 552-574).

Comment: Please disclose if there are any WQLS streams or TMDL streams in the allotment areas.

8-75 Response: WQLS are disclosed (DEIS, Hydrology Section, Table 2, pg. 553-555)

Comment: Please disclose measures of, or provide scientifically sound estimates of, detrimental soil disturbance or
soil productivity losses (erosion, compaction, displacement, noxious weed spread) attributable to off-road vehicle use.

8-76 Response: Off -road vehicles are restricted to roads and trails and cause little to no detrimental soil disturbance to

lands where vegetation and water resource management are the principal objectives.

Comment: Please disclose the results monitoring of weed treatments on the BDNF that have been projected to significantly

877 reduce noxious weed populations over time, or prevent spread. This is an ongoing issue of land productivity.

Response: See comment 8-57.

Comment: It has been well-established that site-specific Biological Evaluations (BEs) or Biological Assessments (BAs) must be
prepared for all actions such as this. Further, the Forest Service Manual requires that BEs/BAs consider cumulative effects.
8-78 The Forest Service Manual states that project BEs/BAs must contain “a discussion of cumulative effects resulting from the
planned project in relationship to existing conditions and other related projects” [FSM 2672.42(4)]. “Existing conditions™
obviously are the current conditions of the resources as a result of past actions.
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Response: Refer to comment 8-5. The wildlife report in the project file satisfies the requirements of a BE (DEIS,
Chapter 3, pgs.723).

Comment: Please evaluate all of the costs and benefits of this project. Please include a detailed list of all the costs to the
agency and the public.

Response: Many of the costs and benefits associated with a project are not quantifiable in financial terms. These
costs and benefits are described qualitatively in the DEIS (Chap. 3, pg. 34) resource sections of this document and in
8-79 “Social Impacts” subsection of the report on page 34. Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations for NEPA (40 CFR
1502.23) indicates:

For the purposes of complying with the Act, the weighing of the merits and drawbacks of the various alternatives need
not be displayed in a monetary cost-benefit analysis and should not be when there are qualitative considerations.

Letter No.9—- John, Kathy, Carl & Ellis Lewis

Comment
No. Comment and Response

Comment: As Lessee, we have voluntarily lowered cattle numbers from 217 pairs to 165. We have also shortened
grazing term whenever needed.

9-1 Response: We appreciate your willingness to work with the Forest Service on addressing resource concerns by
reducing numbers voluntarily on your allotment. Specific existing condition and analysis for the Mussigbrod
allotment are disclosed (DEIS, pgs. 212; 355).

Comment: We suggested repairing stream in bender with logs. With authorization from Russ Riebe, we spent 80
hours of our time putting logs in stream. We have fenced out streams and fenced out the bender bottom completely.
We monitor weeds and report back where they can be found. Maintain fence along neighboring property boundaries.

Response: We appreciate your willingness to work with the Forest Service on addressing resource concerns by
fencing, weed monitoring and stream restoration voluntarily on your allotment.
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Comment: With low snow pack, springs did not run. This caused us to bring cattle off earlier. With a better snow
pack cattle will distribute more evenly.

93 Response: We appreciate your willingness to work with the Forest Service on addressing resource concerns by

removing cattle early voluntarily on your allotment.

Comment: Cattle grazing helps to reduce the fire danger. During the 2000 fire, we had cattle on the forest allotment.
The fire did not burn as hot where the cattle had grazed. During the fire we put our cattle on our boundary to protect

us from the fire. They tried to back burn on our ranch and it would not burn.
9-4
Response: The Forest Service agrees that grazing can reduce fine fuels that carry wildfire, however grazing as a fuels
management tool is outside the scope of the EIS.

Comment: We feed lots of wild life every year. Wild life likes to follow the cattle, and eat the fresher grass, apposed
to the old dead grass that hasn’t been grazed.

Response: The Forest Service agrees that proper grazing management is beneficial to wildlife.

Letter No.10 - WWP/NEC/AWR

Comment
No. Comment and Response
Comment: While we are glad to see that the Forest Service recognized the requirement to analyze a ““no grazing”
alternative, in this case the No Action Alternative, right from the beginning, it is clear that there is a substantial
prejudice in favor of livestock grazing above all other purposes. Under the heading “Major conclusions™, (DEIS, vii)
it is claimed that the No Action Alternative would not:
10-1 * Not meet applicable Forest Plan Standards for Range Management.

» Not move the forest towards the Forest Wide goals for Range Management.

» Not meet the Purpose and Need of updating the grazing management and infrastructure on the eleven domestic
livestock grazing allotments to comply with the applicable Forest Plan direction.

« Not address the three concerns (livestock in riparian areas, Westslope Cutthroat Trout and Western Toad
populations and habitat, and stream bank stability) identified during scoping.
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Please explain in detail how the Forest Service has reached these conclusions as they significantly contradict the
analysis contained throughout the rest of the DEIS. For example, on page 716 of Chapter 3 it is stated that Western
toad persistence and Westslope Cutthroat trout (WCT) persistence will have the “Greatest likelihood of persistence™
under the No Action Alternative. In fact, in every case except the analysis in the Social and Economics section (which
contains substantial flaws and lacks balance), the *“no grazing” alternative is by far more beneficial than all of the
grazing alternatives.

Response: Please refer to the response to 5-2. In addition, a review of the aquatics section of the DEIS found
numerous typographical errors. Corrections have been made to the FEIS.

Comment: While it is true that the Forest Plan includes a desired condition for livestock grazing of, “People and
communities benefit from programs and infrastructure that support livestock grazing......”, it is also true that
livestock grazing may also be incompatible with several other desired conditions identified in the Forest Plan.
Specifically, “Ecological processes, which affect the chemical, physical, and biological components of the aquatic
and terrestrial ecosystems and fully support designated beneficial uses, are present and functioning to provide the
diversity of forest, shrub land, grassland, riparian, and aquatic communities.” “Conditions for self-sustaining or
viable populations of native and desired non-native plant and animal species are supported within the natural
capability of the ecosystem.” “Resources adversely affected by past management activities have been rehabilitated
or the related public health and safety issues corrected.” The Forest Service must fully acknowledge and analyze the
impacts of livestock grazing in the project area in terms of these other desired conditions. If the Forest Service is

10-2 giving more weight to continued livestock grazing, please provide the legal and rational basis for this decision.

Response: The above listed, and other Forestwide desired conditions are listed on page 11 of the Forest Plan. The
DEIS focuses on the forestwide desired condition of “People and communities benefit from programs and
infrastructure that support livestock grazing...” because the project being analyzed proposes updating livestock
management practices. Other desired conditions, including those listed above, are achieved by applying Forest Plan
standards. Consistency of the alternative with applicable Forest Plan standards is disclosed in DEIS, Appendix D. An
EIS provides an analysis of environmental consequences from implementing the proposed action and its alternatives.
Because an EIS is not a decision document, decision rationale is not provided. However, decision rationale will be
provided, as appropriate, in the ROD, supported by the analysis in the final EIS.

Comment: In addition to the ““no grazing™ alternative, the Forest Service should also include a Potential Natural

10-3 Community (“PNC””) Alternative. This would serve as a true baseline from which to determine the impacts associated
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with livestock grazing as well as the cumulative effects of other activities such as logging and mining, etc. In
particular, a PNC alternative would answer the question, “what would this area be like if livestock grazing had never
occurred”. In this way, the public can truly understand the impacts of continued livestock grazing in the project area
and have a better understanding about what ““restoration” really means.

Response: Federal agencies are required by NEPA to explore and evaluate all reasonable alternatives (DEIS, pg. 15).
A “PNC Alternative” as described above would propose an alternative that is not “reasonable”. Livestock grazing,
logging and mining began in the project area with the start of European settlement of the Big Hole Valley in the latter
part of the 19" century (DEIS, pg. 41) and continues through today and in the future (see DEIS analysis of Social and
Economic Resource). It is not reasonable to consider an alternative proposing to manage for conditions that have not
existed for more than a century and ignore continued human presence and commaodity production in, and off, National
Forest System lands in the Big Hole Valley. Analysis of the No Grazing Alternative provides analysis of baseline
resource conditions in the future absence of livestock grazing in the project area while recognizing impacts from past
grazing and continued human presence and commaodity production in the Big Hole Valley.

Comment: We have serious concerns with the use of Properly Functioning Condition (““PFC”’) as a determining
factor for Allowable Use Levels (““AULs”) in riparian areas. PFC is a subjective, qualitative assessment that at most
provides tlues about the status of one aspect of riparian ecosystems: physical function (National Riparian Service
Team, 1997).” PFC was not designed and cannot be used as a sole methodology for assessing the health of aquatic or
terrestrial ecosystems. Id. PFC was never intended to replace quantitative assessments, and it is not designed to
address desired condition (USFS 1997).8 Further, PFC has no demonstrated link to state water quality standards,
10-4 and therefore cannot properly be used as a surrogate for water quality standards. The DEIS should incorporate the
types of monitoring measures that actually do address compliance with water quality standards or desired watershed
condition (i.e., water sampling, rooting depth, seral stage, etc.)

PFC can be a useful tool, and acceptable for broad level surveys, such as those to characterize a large planning area.
It is not designed to provide information on which to make site-specific decisions, and has no utility at all as a
monitoring tool. It is not quantitative, and relies heavily on the accumulated riparian knowledge of each individual

” National Riparian Service Team. 1997. PFC (Proper Functioning Condition): What it is — What it isn't. Cooperative Riparian Restoration, Training Handout #2.
July 17, 1997.

8 U.S. Forest Service. 1997. Using Proper Functioning Condition Riparian Assessment Protocols in Forest Plan Implementation. Memorandum from Regional
Forester to Forest Supervisors, USFS Pacific Southwest Region, San Francisco, CA. October 16, 1997.
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user. A PFC rating arrived at by journeyman level hydrologists, soils scientists, plant ecologists and fish biologists
carries far more weight that one done by summer temps and range cons, no matter how good their training. PFC
definitely has a place in the wildland hydrology toolbox, but like any methodology used outside of its capabilities, it
can give misleading results.

Response: We agree that PFC has to be supplemented with quantitative assessments to best establish existing
condition and trend metrics. This was completed for the project area; full methodology is disclosed in the hydrology
analysis (DEIS, pg. 577).

Comment: Itis particularly disturbing to see riparian areas that are identified as Functioning at Risk with a static
trend (FAR) grouped into the same category as those that are identified as Functioning or at Risk with an upward
trend (FAR up). In fact, 21 of the 50 streams (42%) that were assessed are rated as FAR. The Forest Service must
explain, in each case and with specificity, how these AUL's will move these FAR riparian areas to upward or
functioning and what the specific time frame will be. In addition, the Forest Service should identify the steps that will
be taken if these areas do not substantially improve in the projected time frame

10-5 Response: “Functioning at risk” is still functioning and identified risks may be outside of those management actions
being considered in this project. Unfortunately, recovery timeframes for specific streams can be long even with no
grazing. Within the existing condition for each allotment, specific stream segment conditions are discussed but
recovery timeframes are difficult to assess given the large number of variables affecting streams and recovery
potential. The information disclosed in the DEIS provides the most complete assessment for existing condition, trends
in condition, and mitigation, design criteria or restoration actions proposed to maintain or improve stream conditions
in the project area (DEIS, pgs. 546-634).

Comment: The Forest Service must also specifically explain how the AUL's will contribute to the recovery of each of
the streams that are rated as FAR down and Non Functioning (NF). The Forest Service should provide a time frame
for the recovery of these streams and identify steps that will be taken if that time frame is not met. The Forest Service
must also provide any documentation to support the claim that these AUL's will lead to the recovery of NF streams
10-6 and riparian areas.

Response: For streams that are FAR with a downward trend and streams that are NF, more restrictive AULS may be
implemented depending on which alternative is selected. Based on information we have collected on the forest and
presented in the literature (Bohn 2004), we expect recovery to occur on these streams. The timeframe of recovery is
difficult to predict because of the large range of variables affecting project streams (water diversions, flooding events,
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beaver activity, etc.) and the agency requirement is monitoring to assess movement toward desired conditions, not
setting a specific timeframe for recovery. As long as AULs are met, we expect improvement in condition to occur.

Comment: Rather than rely on the subjective assessments of PFC, the Forest Service should determine AUL's on a
site-specific basis by employing quantitative measurements that can be compared to the Desired Future Conditions
(DFC) or better yet PNC for each allotment and pasture. For example, the Forest Service should employ the Multiple
Indicators Monitoring (MIM) protocol which efficiently gathers long-term and short-term data under rigorously
studied protocols that incorporate statistics to ensure high quality data results. This methodology is quantitative,
repeatable, and is being used in numerous other public land management scenarios, particularly in areas that are
habitat for threatened, endangered, and sensitive species such as those analyzed in the DEIS.

Response: The qualitative PFC assessment is only one part of the Forest’s overall analysis of stream condition. The
MIM protocol is a compilation of several different protocols for assessing riparian condition and health, but does not
10-7 fit the needs of all stream monitoring because it is often not comparable to other approved monitoring protocols and
therefore, trend cannot be derived from historic information. Our methodology is more effective in analyzing project
streams because we can utilize both qualitative and historic data sets to establish trend and propose management
actions that are specific to desired conditions and maintenance or recovery of stream health.

There are no threatened or endangered aquatic species in the project area. Interim AULSs exist in the Forest Plan for
westslope cutthroat trout (sensitive species) habitat as identified in the Current Management Alternative (DEIS,
Chapter 2, Table 10, pg. 22). Avoidance periods, restoration actions with extended rest periods and exclosures are also
considered for improvement of stream conditions and protection of sensitive aquatic species and their habitat (DEIS,
Chapter 2, pg. 26; 32-57).

Comment: The Forest Service's 55% utilization rate for upland grass forage is inherently flawed and not based on
the latest scientific information in terms of maintaining or improving ecological conditions in upland rangelands.
According to Holechek, et al., ““Conventional wisdom has been that moderate stocking involves 50% use of forage.
This guideline applies well in the southern pine forest, humid grasslands, and annual grasslands, but results in
rangeland deterioration in the semi-arid grasslands, desert and coniferous forest rangelands. Here research was
remarkably consistent in showing that moderate grazing involved about 35-45% use of forage (Johnson 1953, Klipple

10-8
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and Costello 1960, Beetle et at. 1961, Paulsen and Ares 1962, Houston and Woodward 1966, Launchbaugh 1967,
Martin and Cable 1974, Skovlin et al. 1976, Sims et al. 1976).””° They continue to state that, “The United States
Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service continues to recommend 50% use of forage
resources. However the research convincingly shows 40-45% use is moderate on most rangelands and 30-35% use is
needed for improvement in rangeland vegetation.””*°

A series of publications from Texas A&M 1! 12 13 hase proper utilization on the ““take half/leave half”” principle. Half
of the forage produced each year is left for soil protection and future forage production. Twenty-five percent is
consumed by insects, wildlife, trampling and decomposition. The remaining 25% may be allocated to livestock.

Response: Upland forage utilization levels for all action alternatives are limited to less than 55% with additional
limits placed on riparian forage use and other riparian features (such as bank disturbance). Please note these are
limits, not desired objectives that must be met. When the first AUL (not all AULS) is met, livestock are moved to the
next pasture or off the allotment. The effects of all of these standards combined is disclosed in the vegetation section
of the DEIS.

In addition, these limits are based on overall use, rather than just forage consumed by livestock. Upland forage use is
limited to 55%, regardless of what type of animal consumed the forage.

Also, research shows that biomass of forage plants as related to height is inverse and nearly exponential for most
species; removal of 55% in height, would still result in up to 60% of biomass remaining for soil protection and future
forage production depending on upland forage species (FS utilization wheel)

10-9

Comment: The integrity of stream banks is the most important short-term indicator of riparian health.
Unfortunately, the Forest Service has decided to manage from the principle of maximum allowable damage rather
than creating standards that would actually prevent declining conditions. An allowable stream bank disturbance level
of 30% will certainly not aid in the restoration of streams that are FAR and allowing up to 25 % disturbance on NF
streams truly indicates that the Forest Service has no intention of making the types of decision required for real

® Holechek, J.L., H. Gomez, F. Molinar, and D. Galt. 1999. Grazing studies: what we’ve learned. Rangelands 21(2):12-16.

10 Holechek, J.L., H. Gomez, F. Molinar, and D. Galt. 1999. Grazing studies: what we’ve learned. Rangelands 21(2):12-16.

1 McGinty, Allan. 2000. Reference Guide for Texas Ranchers. Agrilife Extension, Texas A&M University.

2\White, L.D. and A. McGinty. 1997. Stocking rate decisions: Key to successful ranching. Texas A & M Res. Ext. Serv. Publ. 13-5036.
http://texnat.tamu.edu/library/publications/stocking-rate-decisions/

Bwhite, L.D. and T.R. Troxel. 1989. Balancing Forage Demand with Forage Supply. Agrilife Extension, Texas A&M University. Publication B-1606.
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recovery. The Forest Service must provide conclusive evidence that these stream bank disturbance levels will result in
improving conditions.

As with utilization, the Forest Service has decided to employ a one-size-fits-all approach rather than taking the

necessary steps of identifying the appropriate level of steam bank disturbance for each stream based on channel type

and streamside vegetation. According to the Caribou NF Riparian Grazing Implementation Guide,
“It appears that inherent, undisturbed bank stability of channels functioning at full potential ranges from about 70
percent to near 100 percent, depending on the type of channel and streamside vegetation. The literature suggests
that allowable disturbances may range from less than 10 percent to as much as 40 percent, depending on the type
of channel and residual vegetation. Streams that contain smaller bank particle sizes (gravels, sands, silts/clays)
are more sensitive to disturbance than banks containing larger materials (Rosgen 1996). Therefore, banks
consisting of smaller particle sizes may not tolerate as much disturbance as banks containing larger particle sizes.
Further, banks that have only a few plants with shallow root systems cannot protect banks as well as many plants
with deeper and denser rooting systems. Banks having fewer plants with shallow roots may need more protection
from impacts than banks containing many, deeper rooted plants. Therefore, a range of disturbances, based on
channel type and residual vegetation may be appropriate.”*

Response: This comment inaccurately portrays the alternatives analyzed in detail. Please refer to the alternative
descriptions in Chapter 2.

The 2009 Forest Plan includes more recent best available science/knowledge than the reference you provide and the
goals, objectives and standards are based on this recent knowledge. This includes the interim AULSs identified and
analyzed in the Current Management Alternative.

Furthermore, All bank alteration AULSs are within the range that you identify in your reference and a range of AULs
for multiple riparian components based on existing condition were considered in the Proposed Action and Alternative
4. Rest-rotation grazing systems and restoration actions with extended rest were also considered as tools for riparian
grazing management. Additional rest options will be better described and considered in the FEIS.

14 Caribou National Forest Riparian Grazing Implementation Guide Version 1-2, Riparian Process Paper, Leffert, R.L., Forest Hydrologist, Caribou/Targhee National
Forest, 7/03/2002, Updated 12/28/2005
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Comment: The DEIS must also address the fact that livestock sizes, and thus forage consumption, have increased
dramatically since the AUM or HM was defined. Failure to address this critical issue will lead to legal vulnerability
under NEPA, APA and the False Claims Act.

The DEIS must analyze the current and potentially available forage to satisfy the forage consumption by the number
of livestock it currently permits or proposes to permit. It cannot assume that the forage capacity determined 20-40
years ago is applicable today.

The Society for Range Management (SRM) in 1974 defined an Animal Unit “to be one mature (1000 Ib.) cow or the
equivalent based upon average daily forage consumption of 26 Ibs. dry matter per day.””*® . SRM also defined an
Animal Unit Month as “The amount of feed or forage required by an animal-unit for one month.”” NRCS defined the
forage demand for a 1,000 pound cow as 26 pounds of oven-dry weight or 30 pounds air-dry weight of forage per
day.® It is important to ensure that forage consumption rates by livestock are based on the size of animals present on
10-10 the allotment and a reasoned estimate of their daily consumption rates. The following analysis provides some
background and justifies a more current forage consumption rate for cow/calf pairs. It is BLM’s obligation to ensure
this forage is accurately accounted for as this is its fiduciary duty to the American People. Undercounting forage
consumption by livestock results in undercharging for that forage. This is potentially defrauding the American public
under the False Claims Act.!’

The University of Nevada Agricultural Experiment Station published a report on cattle production in 1943 (Brennan
and Harris, 1943)*8. That report analyzed 14 years of ranch operation for eleven ranches in northeastern Nevada. At
that time, a mature cow was considered one unit and a branded calf or weaner as 1/2 cow unit, for a combined total of
1.5 cow units per cow/calf pair. Bulls were considered 1.5 cow units. For the period 1938 — 1940, the average turnoff
weight (when they left the range) of mature cows was 959 pounds, calves were 381 pounds and bulls were 1222
pounds. This means that in the1930’, a cow/calf pair was 1340 pounds. With breeding, supplements and hormones,

15 Society for Range Management. 1974. Glossary of terms used in range management.

16 USDA. 1997. National Range and Pasture Handbook.

Title 18 USC Section 1001.

18 Brennan, C.A. and Fred B. Harris. 1943. Fourteen Years Cattle Production and Ranch Earning Power in Northeastern Nevada 1928 to
1941. University of Nevada Agricultural Experiment Station, Reno, Nevada.
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weights have increased over time, for example, Anderson et al (ca 2000) calculated a 35% increase in dressed weights
per animal between 1975 and 1995.1°

USDA market statistics give the average weights of slaughter cattle for the week ending August 14, 2004 as 1251
pounds.?° The estimate for the same week in

Comment (cont): 2005 for slaughter cattle average weight was 1260 pounds. The USDA National Agricultural
Statistics Service data for average live weight of cattle slaughtered in 2004 was 1242 pounds compared to 1187
pounds in 1995, or an increase of nearly 8.5% in those 10 years.?! The Livestock Monitor is a newsletter produced by
the North Dakota State University Extension Service Livestock Marketing Information Center in cooperation with
USDA State Extension Services.?? The Livestock Monitor shows for the week ending August 6, 2005, live weights of
slaughter cattle averaged 1258 pounds.

10-10 (cont) | The potential weights of mature cows can be even larger than these numbers. For example, NRCS in its National
Range and Pasture Handbook, referenced above, defines body condition scores. A body condition score of 6 which is
described as “Good, smooth appearance throughout. Some fat deposits in brisket and over the tailhead. Ribs covered
and back appears rounded.” This body condition score relates to a pregnancy percentage of 88%, which is important
as a goal for cow/calf operations as dry cows are usually culled and replaced and the weight gain of calves is
important for income. According to Dr. Larry W. Olson, Extension Animal Scientist at Clemson University, a medium
frame cow in body condition score 6 could easily weigh 1300 — 1400 pounds.?®

Holechek et al (2001) summarized the weaning weights of calves grazed on various types of rangelands at different
stocking rates.?* The data for the period since 1990 produced an average weaning weight of 430 pounds and a range
of 382 — 475 pounds. Ray et al (2004) gave a weaning weight of 480 pounds for calves. Using the current market
statistics for slaughter cattle at about 1250 pounds and assuming a calf weight of 300 pounds to allow for weight gain

19 http://agecon.uwyo.edu/RiskMgt/marketrisk/TheCattleCycle.pdf

Dhttp://www.ams.usda.gov/mnreports/SJ_LS712.txt

Zhttp://www.usda.gov/nass/pubs/agro5/acro05.htm

22http://www.ag.ndsu.nodak.edu/aginfo/lsmkt/monitor.htm

Z3Email correspondence with Dr. Olson dated 8/18/05.

24Holechek, Jerry L., Rex D. Pieper and Carlton H. Herbel. 2001.Range Management: Principles and Practices, Fourth Edition. Prentice-
Hall, New Jersey. 587p
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during the grazing season, an estimate for the average weight of a cow/calf pair during the grazing season of 1,500
pounds seems reasonable.

As pointed out above, the NRCS used 26 Ibs/day of oven dry weight for a 1,000 pound cow and stated this was
equivalent to 30 pounds per day air-dry weight. The NRCS Range and Pasture Handbook value of 30 pounds air-dry
weight would be 3% of body weight for a 1,000 pound cow. Applying this to the estimate of a current weight of 1,500
pounds for a cow/calf pair, the daily forage consumption would be 45 Ibs of air-dry forage per day, or for a month
(30.4 days), 1368 pounds of forage per AUM.

10-10(cont) Forage consumption rates must be calculated based on the current weights and consumption rates of livestock in

order to provide the forage needed for wildlife, plant community sustainability and watershed protection and to
ensure the public trust is not violated by undercharging for the actual weights of cattle and calves grazed.

Response: The Forest Service agrees that livestock sizes have increased since the stocking rates were established.
That is why management actions and allowable use levels (DEIS on pages 24-28) were developed to comply with the
Forest Plan and do not rely on animal size; when these criteria are met cattle are moved to the next pasture or removed
from the allotment. Also, see Chapter 5, Appendix D and Response to 1-1 above.

Comment: Without a doubt, we would prefer that the Forest Service choose the ““No Action” or ““No grazing”
Alternative. In nearly all cases, this alternative would most rapidly improve the degraded conditions on each
allotment. However, there is little point in spending much time advocating for an alternative that we all know the
Forest Service will never choose due to political constraints. In terms of the two viable alternatives analyzed, the
Proposed Action and Alternative 4, each still falls well short of what is required to begin the serious work of
restoration necessary to deal with the years of continuous and poorly managed grazing on these allotments.

In general, and as described above, AUL's must be individually tailored to each allotment and each stream reach.
10-11 Time frames should be established for progress toward the desired conditions in each area based on the potential
natural community of vegetation and stream classification. That progress should be measurably defined with specific
actions identified if progress is not achieved within the established time frame. Additionally, all NF and FAR down
and FAR streams should be immediately excluded from livestock grazing until they meet specific recovery goals.

Response: The Proposed Action and Alternative 4 (DEIS, Chapter 2, pgs. 23-29) describe AULSs based on Properly
Functioning Condition (PFC) that is implemented site specifically and with timeframes.

Streams with a “Functioning at risk with an upward trend” or “Functioning at risk with a static trend” are still
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functioning under current livestock management practices and therefor there is no basis for removing livestock.
Existing condition, existing disturbance and direct, indirect, and cumulative effects (risk) to stream function are
identified in the DEIS (Chapter 3, pgs. 556-623). The Forest Service disagrees with your interpretation of the analysis
presented.

Comment: The Forest Service should include in the mandatory terms and conditions for each permit a requirement
to have riders present throughout the grazing season to ensure that AULSs, particularly stream bank disturbance, are
not exceeded. Again the Caribou NF Riparian Guide is instructional on this point. Interestingly, the example given is
from the Beaverhead NF.
“Monitoring on the Beaverhead National Forest found that channel disturbance criteria were normally met before
other parameters, such as stubble height or percent utilization (Dallas 1997). For example, with only a minor
exception noted in a meadow complex with a C (low gradient) stream channel, the streambank disturbance
guideline was found to be the limiting factor across the entire Upper Ruby allotment. The allotment riders have
become so adept at managing streambank disturbance, other parameters, such as stubble height, were
discontinued. Maintaining the bank disturbance guideline resulted in stream improvement, and in some cases,
significant improvement of streams throughout the allotment.”?®
Unfortunately, no mention of riders occurs in the EIS despite the ample evidence of their effectiveness in preventing
10-12 excessive levels of stream bank disturbance. The EIS should thoroughly analyze an alternative that includes
mandatory riders.

Response: Riding is a management tool that is in the best interest of the permittee to implement however, full time
riders are not necessary in all situations. Terms and conditions of a grazing permit are not what are analyzed in
NEPA,; the permit is the authorizing document. Existing condition as it relates to desired conditions and current
management are the basis for analyzing what change, if any, needs to occur to maintain or achieve desired conditions.
The authorizing official (District Ranger) has the discretion to require permanent riders through the permit
administration process if other management practices are deemed ineffective. Failure to mention riders in the EIS does
not preclude permittees or authorizing officials from using this tool.

Furthermore, The 2009 Forest Plan includes more recent best available science/knowledge than the reference you
provide and the goals, objectives and standards are based on this recent knowledge.

% Holechek, Jerry L., Rex D. Pieper and Carlton H. Herbel. 2001.Range Management: Principles and Practices, Fourth Edition. Prentice-Hall, New Jersey. 587p
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Comment: Seymour Allotment - We oppose the addition of grazing in the Tenmile Pasture and advocate for the 75
unallocated head not to be reallocated. It simply does not make sense to add grazing pressure to a pasture with a NF
stream and WCT populations.

Response: One of the four alternatives considered and analyzed include grazing of the Tenmile pasture and addition
of livestock as appropriate based on capability, suitability and existing condition as it relates to livestock management.
Site specific AULs (DEIS, Chapter 2, pg. 24) are designed to provide more restrictive use for those areas in decline or

10-13 not currently meeting desired conditions.

As such, the current conditions of the Tenmile Pasture are not a result of livestock grazing as this pasture is currently
unallocated, so there is no evidence that grazing this pasture would prevent the maintenance or improvement of
desired resource conditions into the future.

An avoidance period for WCT was considered in Alternative 4 to minimize direct impacts and provide management
flexibility should the decision occur to graze Tenmile pasture (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 36). There are no streams
identified as “nonfunctioning” in the Tenmile Pasture (DEIS, Chapter 3, pgs. 561-562).

Comment: Fishtrap Allotment - The decrease in Head Month Numbers (*“HMs’”) should correspond to a reduction
in Livestock Number (*“LN’’). Please explain in detail why this it is appropriate to keep the same level of LN
especially when current management has contributed to the conditions of at least three FAR streams within the
allotment. Due to the fact that the Proposed Action (““PA”’) and Alternative 4 (“‘A4’’) do not differentiate between FAR
and PFC streams in terms of AULs, the DEIS states that the changes, “would not affect management because all of
the streams in the allotment were found to be functioning at risk with a static or upward trend as well and some
properly functioning stretches.”

10-14 Response: The reduction in Head Month Numbers corresponds to a change in the season of use considered (DEIS,
Chapter 2, Table 18, pg. 36). AULs for the Proposed Action and Alternative 4 are based on stream condition using the
PFC assessment, and use levels are differentiated into 3 classes based on stream function (DEIS, Chapter 2, pg. 24).
While livestock grazing does contribute to impacts on streams, the hydrology analysis states for the Proposed Action
and Alternative 4 that “overall grazing practices appear to be creating conditions that would allow the attainment of
properly functioning condition” and that Alternative 4 would result in slightly better condition or more improvement than
the Proposed Action (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 587-89). “Functioning at risk with a static trend” is still a functioning stream
and current livestock management has resulted in the attainment of a “functioning” stream. Very little risk in this allotment
is contributed to livestock management and livestock impacts as they relate to current condition are identified as “limited
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cow impacts in most areas” for East Fork Pasture and “Some cow impacts were observed where cattle were able to access
stream but damage was minimal” for West Fork Pasture (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 563). The Forest Service disagrees with
your interpretation of the analysis presented.

Comment: Fishtrap Allotment - In addition to adjusting AULs for the FAR stream segments in this allotment, the
Forest Service should analyze an alternative that identifies specific actions to recover these stream segments included
permanently excluding them from livestock grazing. While in general, we support periods year long rest for this and
other allotments, this will not result in riparian recovery if additional mitigation measures are not put in place to
ensure that any gains made during rest are not quickly undone by the presence of livestock the following year and the
associated resumption of stream bank trampling. The Caribou NF Riparian Implementation Guide is instructive on
this point as well:

“Platts and Rinne (1985) found that streamside grazing probably does as much or more damage through bank alteration
than through changes in vegetative biomass. Further, he suggested that bank conditions do not improve during a single rest
period, but rather, regrowth of vegetation tends to mask unstable reaches. He found that prolonged use of streamside

10-15 vegetation not only will alter a bank but will also retard the rehabilitation of previously altered banks.”’?

Response: The proposed action as compared to current management does include site-specific measurements based
on existing stream function (DEIS, Chapter 2, pgs. 20-26). In addition, Alternative 4 proposes site specific
measurements and resting the entire allotment one in three years (DEIS, Chapter 2, pg. 36). This approach provides
flexibility to implement more stringent AULSs should monitoring or assessment indicate a decline in condition and
relax AULs if measurable improvement occurs to achieve the next stream function class.

The 2009 Forest Plan includes more recent best available science/knowledge than the reference you provide and the
goals, objectives and standards are based on this recent knowledge. This includes the interim AULSs identified and
analyzed in the Current Management Alternative.

Comment: Mudd Creek Allotment - The Forest Service should include an analysis of a reduced grazing alternative
for the Mudd Creek allotment.

10-16 Response: Alternative 4 includes resting the entire allotment one year in three (DEIS, Chapter 2, pg. 38).

%Holechek, Jerry L., Rex D. Pieper and Carlton H. Herbel. 2001.Range Management: Principles and Practices, Fourth Edition. Prentice-Hall, New Jersey. 587p
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Comment: Mudd Creek Allotment - Additionally, A4 includes a spring development with new pipe and a new water
tank. We can find no discussion in the EIS about where this development is located, what the reasoning is behind this
development, what the cumulative effects for this development might be, what the costs are, etc. This information
must be provided and available in the EIS.

Response: The proposed water development for the Mudd Creek Allotment is located on the past activity map in
Appendix 8 of the EIS. New developments are identified in the design features for the Proposed Action and
Alternative 4 (DEIS, Chapter 2, pg. 25-26; 27-29; 31; 39) and rationale for new water developments is disclosed
(DEIS; Chapter 3, pg. 577). The effects of the proposed water development are analyzed as part of the design features
of the Proposed Action and Alternative 4 in each resource section (DEIS Chapter 3, pgs. 77-78; 190-192; 294-295;
305-309; 391-392; 443; 470-472; 476-477; 487-492; 577; 820). Reasons for water developments typically include
protecting the spring source with fencing and providing off stream water for cattle to reduce streambank disturbance.
Cost of the improvement is disclosed (DEIS, Chapter 3, pgs. 31-32).

10-17

Comment: Mudd Creek Allotment - As with the Fishtrap allotment, specific actions should be analyzed for each of
the streams that are rated FAR and a recovery plan established with specified time frames and actions that will be
taken if those goals are not achieved. Additionally, the Forest Service should include an alternative that permanently
excludes the wilderness portion of the allotment.

Response: The proposed action as compared to current management does include site-specific measurements based
on existing stream function (DEIS, Chapter 2, pgs. 20-26). In addition, Alternative 4 proposes site specific
measurements and resting the entire allotment one in three years (DEIS, Chapter 2, pg. 38). This approach provides
flexibility to implement more stringent AULSs should monitoring or assessment indicate a decline in condition and
10-18 relax AULs if measurable improvement occurs to achieve the next stream function class.

The 2009 Forest Plan includes more recent best available science/knowledge than the references you provide and the
aquatic resource goals, objectives and standards are based on this recent knowledge (Forest Plan, Chapter 3, pgs. 13-
21). Also Livestock Management Standard 1 included interim AULSs identified and analyzed in the Current
Management Alternative.

All streams are considered functioning and those that are functioning at risk are not identified as heavily impacted by
livestock, rather the risk is from dewatering due to diversions (DEIS, Chapter 3, pgs. 564-565).

Grazing was occurring prior to Wilderness designation with the 1964 Wilderness Act and therefor, this use was
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allowed to continue and the existing condition suggests that livestock use of the Wilderness portion of the Mudd
Creek Allotment is minimal (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 119). The No Grazing Alternative considers and analyzes
permanent exclusion of livestock from the A-P Wilderness (DEIS, Chapter 3, 129-132).
Comment: Mudd Creek Allotment - As with other the other allotments, the Forest Service should require the
10-19 presence of riders throughout the grazing season in the mandatory terms and conditions of the permit.

Response: See response to 10-12 above.

Comment: Mudd Creek Allotment - The Forest Service should also develop AULS for specific streams and upland
areas that are consistent with the achievement of desired conditions within a specified time frame including actions
10-20 that will be implemented if those goals are not met.

Response: See response to 10-5, 10-6,10-9, 10-11 &10-18 above.

Comment: Pintler Creek Allotment - The Pintler Creek allotment is the poster child for failed grazing management
in the DEIS. The following excerpts from the Range and Hydrology sections of the DEIS clearly indicate the need for
drastic measures to mitigate for and restore the damage done on this allotment:

“Based on previous allotment inspections, this allotment typically receives moderate to moderately heavy forage utilization
on suitable upland areas, ... Annual heavy use typically occurs on some smaller riparian sites within the northeastern
portion of the allotment. ... however, end of season compliance has been very marginal on many upland sites over the years
due to mostly season-long grazing use.”

“In a review of upland long-term monitoring transect data for sagebrush-grassland types on this allotment, it was
10-21 determined that, overall, the composition of important grass species on these rangelands are thought to be below amounts
expected for this habitat type.”

“In regards to species composition on the Pintler Creek riparian site, the composition of some important sedges (e.g.,
beaked sedge) appear to be well below desired amounts for this habitat type. The composition of this sedge was recorded to
be 2 percent in 2008.”

“Total canopy cover for dominant riparian shrubs (i.e., willows) on the Pintler Creek monitoring site was measured to be 42
percent, which is appreciably below amounts recorded in research data.” (emphasis added).

““On the sampled riparian habitat type, ground cover averaged 64 percent, which left approximately 36 percent as being
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bare ground. This amount of bare ground is considered to be excessive for this riparian habitat type, and should most
likely be less than 10 percent.” (emphasis added).

“Overall, these sites are considered to be below desired rangeland health objectives for species composition, and on one
transect site (S1) the composition and vigor of important forage species such as Idaho fescue appeared to be greatly
diminished.”

“Based on riparian transect data for Pintler Creek, this site is considered to be not meeting desired conditions for
species composition, shrub cover, and ground cover. The site is in a disturbed condition due to past natural
disturbance events and livestock grazing impacts. The stream channel is deeply entrenched, and there is excessive
bare ground due to raw, vertical banks and stream bank trampling dame by livestock.”

“In regards to the sampled riparian site on Pintler Creek, existing low ground cover would suggest that this plant
community is at increased risk to invasion by noxious weeds, and expansion of nonnative plants such as dandelion and
Kentucky bluegrass.” “There are a couple of areas where we saw more intense grazing pressure though which include

10-21 (cont) upper Pintler Creek and Lower Pintler Trib which are functioning at risk with a downward trend or non-functioning.”

“The data for the 2011 quantitative survey showed that the stream was functioning at risk with some grazing impacts that
were limited by the forested nature of the stream. Below road 1223 where the stream is in more of a meadow a qualitative
survey was also completed and considerable grazing impacts were observed. The stream is overwidened and has lost
connection with floodplain in places.”

“Further upstream in the large meadow there are some significant grazing impacts and a section of non-functioning stream
where cows have broken down banks and overwidened a section of stream.”

Given the scope of the problems identified on this allotment, we would expect to see some dramatic changes to current
grazing management. However, there is no proposed reduction in HMs or LN or the actual number of days livestock
spend on the allotment. There is no requirement for riders to ensure that AULS are not exceeded.

Response: Alternative 4 proposes a decrease in head month numbers and a change in season of use and proposes
restoration actions, extended rest, and other management changes (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 40). Regarding riders, see
response 10-12 above.

Comment: Pintler Creek Allotment - While we are glad to see the 10 year rest for Pintlar Meadow in A4, there is no
10-22 subsequent reduction in HMs indicating that grazing pressure throughout the rest of the allotment will actually
increase. Additionally, it is absolutely unfathomable why the Forest Service is not proposing periods of year long rest
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for this allotment. The conditions on the Pintlar allotment are far worse than most of the other allotments analyzed in
the DEIS and, with the exception of Ruby Creek, yearlong rest is part of A4 for each of the others. The body of
evidence overwhelmingly favors rest for the recovery of degraded vegetation, particularly in upland areas. This is
borne out throughout the DEIS and is advocated in nearly every other case. The Forest Service must clearly explain
and provide a legally defensible argument for why management changes to address the severe degradation of the
Pintlar allotment are not included in the DEIS.

Response: Allotment specific design/mitigation measures are displayed (DEIS, Chapter 2, pgs. 29-30). See
direct/indirect effects discussion and comparison of alternatives (DEIS, Chapter 3, pgs. 131-132, 156, 157, 211, 298-
300, 340, 429, 496, 535-536, 627, 717-718, 851-852).

Comment: Pintlar Creek Allotment - Several statements from the hydrology section of the DEIS are particularly instructive in
terms of the need for mandatory year long rest for the Pintlar Creek allotment.

“The less grazing animals on a stream, the longer it takes to meet AUL’s and therefor (sic) the easier it is to manage and

move cows when needed to protect riparian resources.”

“Rest Periods allow the greatest recovery of riparian vegetation and in turn channel development to restore degraded
10-23 stream systems. The longer z_ind more frequently a pasture is rested the more recovery can occur although meeting AUL’s is
still critical when a pasture is grazed.”

The Forest Service should analyze an alternative for the Pintlar Allotment that includes excluding the riparian areas
associated with the FAR down and NF streams until recovery goals are achieved.

Response: See Response to 10-18, 10-21 & 10-22.

Comment: Additionally, the Forest Service should analyze an alternative that includes a significant reduction in HMs and LN,
requires riders to be present with livestock throughout the grazing season, and includes mandatory periods of year long rest for
the entire allotment. AULSs should be determined based on site specific goals for recovery of both upland and riparian areas of
the allotment. Time frames for recovery should be established with clear direction for actions that will occur if those time
frames are not achieved. The Forest Service should also include an alternative that completely removes the wilderness portion
10-24 from the allotment.

After having visited the Pintlar allotment during the last few days of May 2014, | can attest to the fact that the
conditions of Pintlar meadow are deplorable. | strongly urge the Forest Service to eliminate the wilderness portion of
the Pintlar and reduce the HMs and LNs accordingly. | also visited Pintlar trib 1 and saw the highly degraded and
non functioning conditions there as well. The only acceptable plan for recovery of this area is extensive rest.
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Response: See Response to 10-12, 10-18, 10-21 & 10-22.

Comment: Mussingbrod Allotment - A4 is the only even remotely acceptable grazing alternative for the Mussingbrod
Allotment. Based on the description in the DEIS, the condition of the Bender Pasture is deplorable. Long term rest from
livestock grazing is the only viable solution, especially given the non-compliance issues discussed in the DEIS. We are glad to
see that unlike in other allotment management plans analyzed in the DEIS, the closure of this area is accompanied by a
corresponding reduction in HMs. We are also glad to see the shortened season of use and year long rest for the entire

10-25 allotment.

Response: Your support of Alternative 4 will be considered during the decision-making process. The Bender Pasture
is proposed for closure for 10 years because a tributary of Bender Creek is in a degraded condition, and needs to be
protected from livestock in order propose restoration actions and allow for recovery.

Comment: Mussigbrod Allotment - Additionally, both the PA and A4 include a spring development with new pipe and a new
water tank. We can find no discussion in the EIS about where this development is located, what the reasoning is behind this
development, what the cumulative effects for this development might be, what the costs are, etc. This information must be
provided and available in the EIS.

Response: The alternative descriptions and tables describe the addition of one new spring development in the
Mussigbrod Allotment in the Proposed Action and Alternative 4 (DEIS, Chapter 2, Table 21 pg. 43; 23- 29). Springs
are developed for livestock water. The location of the spring development is on the maps titled North and West Big
Hole AMP Project North Allotments, DEIS Proposed Action and Alternative 4 in Appendix A for the Mussigbrod
Allotment. Cumulative effects are described (DEIS, Chapter 3 pgs. 303-305). Reasons for water developments
typically include protecting the spring source with fencing and providing off stream water for cattle to reduce
streambank disturbance. Cost of the improvement is disclosed (DEIS, Chapter 3, pgs. 31-32). Rationale for new water
developments is disclosed (DEIS; Chapter 3, pg. 577). Allotment maps will be an appendix to dROD.

10-26

Comment: Mussigbrod Allotment - As with other the other allotments, the Forest Service should require the

10-27 presence of riders throughout the grazing season in the mandatory terms and conditions of the permit.

Response: See response for 10-12.

Comment: Mussigbrod Allotment - The Forest Service should also develop AULSs for specific streams and upland areas that
10-28 are consistent with the achievement of desired conditions within a specified time frame including actions that will be
implemented if those goals are not met.
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| visited the Bender trib meadow and was appalled by the conditions of the stream. | cannot imagine any other option
except the minimum of 10 years rest in A4 being either responsible or legally defensible.

Response: See response for 10-5, 10-6, 10-9, & 10-11.

Bender Tributary is within a burn area and restoration actions are proposed in Alternative 4 (DEIS, Chapter 2, pg. 29-
30). Furthermore, the DEIS states “The vegetation condition interpretation for Mussigbrod Creek cannot be used to
represent conditions on other streams within the allotment, or even in the same pasture. There is too much variation
between riparian systems, especially on those streams impacted by the 2000 Mussigbrod wildfire. For example, the riparian
system on the east fork, or east tributary, of Bender Creek is in a severely entrenched condition due to natural disturbances
including wildfire, beaver dam blowouts, and major spring runoff events. These conditions have been further aggravated by
livestock grazing impacts, past and current” (Chapter 3, pg. 243).

Comment: Ruby Creek Allotment - The Ruby Creek allotment is another case study in poor grazing management. Not only are
there significant problems in terms of the condition of the allotment, neither the PA nor A4 propose significant changes that will
lead to the recovery of these areas. Similar to the Pintlar Creek allotment, it is simply unfathomable why the Forest Service has
not analyzed an alternative that includes mandatory periods of year long rest for the entire allotment as has been proposed in
every other case. The only exception being rest one out of every three years for horses only on the Butler Pasture.

The DEIS itself makes the case for why additional measures are needed to achieve measurable progress toward desired
conditions on the allotment.

For example, the DEIS states,
“ Continued implementation of the current grazing management strategies and Forest Plan interim allowable use standards
is expected to result in little improvement to current species composition on allotment upland sites, especially on the cattle
portion of the allotment. The current 2-pasture partially deferred rotation grazing system is not expected to provide for
sufficient grazing deferment. (emphasis added)

10-29

“Based on upland long-term monitoring transect data for grassland habitat types on the Ruby Creek allotment, it was
determined that the composition of important grass species on these rangelands are below amounts expected for this habitat
type (i.e., tufted hairgrass/sedge h.t.). Specifically, the composition of important grass and sedge species such as tufted
hairgrass and the various upland sedges appear to be below amounts expected for these rangelands. Of concern is the major
increase (average of 18%) in Kentucky bluegrass composition, an aggressive nonnative species that typically increases with
heavy grazing pressure.” (emphasis added)

“Total shrub canopy cover for dominant willows on the Cow Creek (43%) and Big Moosehorn Creek (average of 12% for
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two transects) riparian sites appear to be appreciably below average amounts recorded for similar habitat types in research
data.”

“For the sampled riparian sites, ground cover was determined to average 90 percent across all transects, which left 10
percent as being bare ground. Although the average ground cover is high for these riparian habitats, two of the four
sampled sites had 15 percent and 16 percent bare ground, respectively.

“Overall, these sites are considered to be below desired rangeland health conditions for species composition and ground cover,
and are considered to be static, or are trending away from desired vegetation conditions when compared to 1980 data.”
(emphasis added)

Comment (cont):

*...riparian vegetation monitoring reports (USDA, 2007 and 2012) have identified a need for increased cover of some
important grass species such as tufted hairgrass, and reduced stream bank disturbance.”

“The monitoring reports also recommend limiting the amount of time livestock spend in these riparian areas to improve
plant vigor and stream bank stability, which would contribute to the long-term sustainability and function of these sites.

10-29 (cont) “The size and extent of these existing weed infestations creates a high invasion risk to rangeland plant communities, and
other native plant habitats, that are currently free of weeds.”

“On sampled upland sites there was an apparent trend away from desirable species composition, and a substantial increase
in nonnative plants such as Kentucky bluegrass. With removal of livestock from the allotment, this trend would be expected
to reverse, and there would be a measurable increase in desirable native species over the long term.”

“Implementation of proposed actions under this alternative is expected to result in little change to existing rangeland
health conditions.” (emphasis added)

It is very clear from the above statements as well as additional information in the Range section about the failure of
the current grazing system to provide for sufficient grazing deferment, that significant changes must be made to reach
desired conditions for the allotment. It is also worth noting that according to the DEIS, the upland transects have not
been read since 2005. Even then, downward trend was indicated. This situation is likely significantly worse now with
an increase in non-native species and bare ground.

Response: See response to 10-5, 10-6, 10-9 & 10-11.
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Comment: Ruby Creek Allotment - With the exception of the “‘no grazing™ alternative, the Forest Service has failed to analyze
an alternative for the Ruby Creek allotment that meets Forest Plan standards and would actually lead toward the achievement of
desired conditions on the allotment. The Forest Service should analyze an alternative that permanently ends horse grazing in
the Butler pasture and excludes the Butler pasture from all domestic livestock grazing for a minimum of 10 years. Additional
analysis should include mandatory year long rest for the entire allotment at least one out of every three years; specific AULs for
the upland portions of the allotment that are trending downward with a detailed plan for achieving desired conditions; specific
AULSs for the riparian portions of the allotment with streams that are FAR including Butler Creek which was previously
identified as NF but now is claimed to be FAR up that include a time frame for recovery to desired condition and actions that
will be taken if the time frame is not achieved; and a requirement for riders to be present on the allotment throughout the
grazing season.

Statements from the hydrology section of the DEIS are particularly instructive in terms of the need for mandatory year long rest
for the Ruby Creek allotment.
“Rest Periods allow the greatest recovery of riparian vegetation and in turn channel development to restore degraded
stream systems. The longer and more frequently a pasture is rested the more recovery can occur although meeting AUL’s is
still critical when a pasture is grazed.”

Visiting the Ruby Creek allotment this May was also an eye opening experience. Nearly every riparian area that was
accessible to cattle and had palatable forage was heavily impacted. Butler meadow was horribly degraded and cattle
were definitely a significant factor. This area should be rested from all livestock grazing until it is fully recovered.
Cow Creek and its associated tributaries were also heavily impacted with significant trenching, over-widening, and
loss of sinuosity. Willows were absent or heavily cropped throughout the area. The West Fork of Ruby Creek was also
severely impacted by grazing. In many places the stream was disconnected from the floodplain due to significant
trenching and streambank erosion. Most of the riparian area showed excessive trampling. Willows were largely
absent and heavy browsing impacts were evident. This area should definitely be excluded from livestock grazing until
significant recovery takes place. In general, the Ruby Creek allotment was in worse condition than any other | visited.
It is very disturbing to see that the Forest Service is planning to completely abrogate it's responsibility to manage this
allotment in a manner that will lead to recovery of degraded conditions.

10-30

Response: See response to 10-5, 10-6, 10-9, 10-11, & 10-12 above. The Forest Service has an alternative that
considers No Action (No Grazing) for ten years on the Ruby Creek Allotment.
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Comment: Dry Creek Allotment - As with other the other allotments, the Forest Service should require the presence of riders
10-31 throughout the grazing season in the mandatory terms and conditions of the permit.

Response: See response to 10-12.

Comment: Dry Creek Allotment - The Forest Service should also develop AULs for specific streams and upland areas that are
consistent with the achievement of desired conditions within a specified time frame including actions that will be implemented if
those goals are not met.

Specifically, The Forest Service should also specify what actions will be taken if excessive use of Lower Dry Creek continues to
10-32 be an issue. Of course, the presence of riders would make this a moot point. Additionally, the Forest Service must address how
the issues of shrub canopy cover and ground cover will be addressed for Big Lake Creek and identify specific goals and time
frames for recovery to desired conditions.

Response: See response to 10-5, 10-6, 10-9 & 10-11.

Comment: Twin Lakes Allotment - As with the other allotments, the Forest Service should require the presence of riders

10-33 throughout the grazing season in the mandatory terms and conditions of the permit.

Response: See response to 10-12 above.

Comment: Twin Lakes Allotment - The Forest Service should also develop AULSs for specific streams and upland
areas that are consistent with the achievement of desired conditions within a specified time frame including actions
10-34 that will be implemented if those goals are not met.

Response: See response to 10-5, 10-6, 10-9 & 10-11.

Comment: Twin Lakes Allotment - In general, we support mandatory periods of rest. In this case the addition of rest 2 out of
every 6 years for the ULBL portion of the allotment is a good start. The Forest Service should also specify what actions it will
take if non-compliance issues continue on this portion of the allotment.

10-35
Response: Thank you for your comment. Administrative process will be followed for incidents of noncompliance
consistent with the current Permit Administration Handbook and Forest Supplements.
Comment: Monument Allotment - According to the DEIS, the actual use of the Monument allotment has averaged 641 HMs
10-36 rather the 868 HMs that are authorized in the permit. The DEIS continues to state that most of the use has occurred only in one

pasture for the past few years. Further, the DEIS states that prior to 2006, there were utilization issues on the allotment that are
suspected to have occurred due to overstocking by the permittee. Based on the fact that there are still considerable issues on the
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Monument allotment related to shrub cover, bare ground and impaired streams, the Forest Service should analyze an alternative
that reduces authorized HMs and LNs to reflect actual use. Additionally, it is unclear why the Forest Service is considering rest
for one in every four years rather than one in three which is standard throughout the rest of the DEIS. In this case, it seems
especially important to increase the frequency of rest due to the fact that the two pasture system is not really in place on the this
allotment and therefore, only one pasture is experiencing most of the impacts.

Response: Actual use as described in the DEIS for the Monument Allotment is a part of the Current Management
Alternative or the existing condition. The Monument Allotment has typically received mostly light to light moderate
forage utilization on suitable upland and riparian areas (DEIS, Chapter 3, pgs. 258-263). The Forest Service has an
alternative that considers No Action (No Grazing) for ten years on the Monument Allotment.

Under the current deferred grazing system, Rangeland Health Indicators are generally within the desired levels, except
ground cover and, for a few species, plant composition (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 262). Incorporation of a rest and
proposed AUL’s in Alternative 4 are expected to allow greater forage plant development and reproduction over the
long term, result in improved plant vigor where needed and prevent the establishment and spread of invasive plants
(DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 323-324).

Comment: Monument Allotment - As with other the other allotments, the Forest Service should require the presence

10-37 of riders throughout the grazing season in the mandatory terms and conditions of the permit.

Response: See response to 10-12 above.

Comment: Monument Allotment - The Forest Service should also develop AULSs for specific streams and upland
areas that are consistent with the achievement of desired conditions within a specified time frame including actions
10-38 that will be implemented if those goals are not met.

Response: See response to 10-5, 10-6, 10-9 & 10-11.

Comment: Pioneer Allotment - As with the Monument allotment, it is unclear why the Forest Service is only considering rest
one in every four years rather than one in every three. It is also not stated in the DEIS if the current deferred grazing system is
functioning properly. The DEIS should provide more details about the current grazing system.

10-39
Response: See response to 10-36 above and the Existing Condition section of the DEIS for the Monument Allotment
(DEIS, Chapter3, pgs. 258-263).

10-40 Comment: Pioneer Allotment - As with other the other allotments, the Forest Service should require the presence of
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riders throughout the grazing season in the mandatory terms and conditions of the permit.

Response: See response to 10-12 above.

Comment: Pioneer Allotment - The Forest Service should also develop AULSs for specific streams and upland areas
that are consistent with the achievement of desired conditions within a specified time frame including actions that will
10-41 be implemented if those goals are not met.

Response: See response to 10-5, 10-6, 10-9 & 10-11.

Comment: Saginaw Allotment - The Forest Service's plan for management of the Saginaw allotment is a case study in wishful
thinking. It is far from sufficient and requires a complete re-evaluation. Nearly all of the streams in this allotment are FAR,
FAR down or NF due mainly to livestock impacts. There are significant issues with species composition, shrub cover and bare
ground. For example, the DEIS states,

“(i)n regards to ground cover, monitoring reports identified a need to reduce the amount of bare ground through reduced
livestock trampling damage to stream banks. This conclusion can be extrapolated to include other similar riparian sites
within the allotment boundary. Currently, some riparian areas within the Saginaw allotment are not meeting desired

10-42 rangeland health conditions for ground cover, and, as a result, are susceptible to erosion events and invasion by noxious
weeds (personal observation by Kevin Greenwood).”

Response: The Forest Service has considered a reasonable range of alternatives including an alternative that
considers No Action (No Grazing) for ten years on the Saginaw Allotment. The Forest Service disagrees with you
interpretation of the analysis as the majority of the 11 streams with assessments ARE NOT in a downward trend or
nonfunctioning (DEIS, Chapter 3, pg. 560-561; 573-574). See response to 10-5, 10-6, 10-9 & 10-11.

Comment: Saginaw Allotment - Furthermore, it is very clear that the permittee cannot be relied upon to even keep to the
interim standards let alone be counted upon to ensure compliance with more restrictive AULs as would be imposed by the PA
and A4. The DEIS states, “(t)he Saginaw allotment has been grazed in compliance with Forest Plan standards seven out of the
10-43 last 10 years (2003-2012), but marginal compliance was noted for many of the years that grazing standards had been met.”

Response: See responses 10-5, 10-6, 10-9, & 10-11. Administrative process will be followed for incidents of
noncompliance consistent with the current Permit Administration Handbook and Forest Supplements.

Comment: Saginaw Allotment - It is also clear from the analysis that the current rest/rotation grazing system is not
10-44 sufficient if the goal is to actually ever achieve desired conditions on this allotment. In fact, it is questionable based
on the analysis is grazing can be managed effectively in any of the riparian areas within this allotment. The
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hydrology analysis repeatedly makes this point clear with statements such as, ““(a)ll of the streams in this pasture are
characterized by stringer meadows which make management especially difficult by concentrating grazing pressure on
riparian bottoms.” In essence, the Forest Service is admitting that there is no solution for the degradation that has
occurred because it is simply not possible to manage grazing in these areas in a way that will protect resources. This
is especially important as much of the allotment is identified in the Forest Plan as restoration watersheds.

Response: See responses for 10-5, 10-6, 10-9 & 10-11. See the Existing Condition Section for the Saginaw
Allotment (Chapter 3, pgs. 268- 274). For sampled riparian sites, overall they are considered to be meeting desired
rangeland health conditions for species composition, shrub cover, and noxious weeds. The Forest Service has
considered a reasonable range of alternatives including an alternative that considers No Action (No Grazing) for ten
years on the Saginaw Allotment. Several of the streams in this allotment are considered Restoration Key Watersheds,
which indicate a need for watershed assessment and restoration actions (DEIS, Chapter 3, pgs. 560-561; Forest Plan,
Chapter 3 pgs.13; 16-18; 20). Until this occurs, current management actions should maintain or improve current
riparian condition.

Comment: Saginaw Allotment - Rather than taking it's responsibility to improve conditions on this allotment seriously, the
Forest Service is recommending changes that have very little chance of actual improving conditions in a reasonable amount of
time if at all. If any allotment within the planning area should require allotment wide year long rest, Saginaw should be at the
top of the list. Additionally, pasture 4 should also be considered for a minimum of 10 years rest. Any continued grazing in this
pasture is simply too much, especially if it will occur annually.

10-45 Response: The Forest Service has considered a reasonable range of alternatives including an alternative that
considers No Action (No Grazing) for ten years on the Saginaw Allotment and a rest-rotation grazing system that rests
one pasture out of four annually. Several of the streams in this allotment are considered Restoration Key Watersheds,
which indicate a need for watershed assessment and restoration actions (DEIS, Chapter 3, pgs. 560-561; Forest Plan,
Chapter 3 pgs.13; 16-18; 20). Until this occurs, current management actions should maintain or improve current
riparian condition.

Comment: Saginaw Allotment - Additionally, the Forest Service must go beyond simple adjustments in AULSs for the FAR, FAR
down, and NF streams in this allotment. Based on the management constraints discussed above, it is clear that all of these areas
require individual management plans specific to the characteristics of each stream with very clearly defined goals for achieving
10-46 desired conditions within a specified amount of time. Anything less that a complete cessation of grazing if this schedule is not
adhered to is unacceptable.

Response: See response 10-5, 10-6, 10-9 & 10-11. The Forest Service has an alternative that considers No Action
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(No Grazing) for ten years on the Saginaw Allotment.
Comment: Saginaw Allotment - Furthermore, it is essential that this allotment include mandatory terms and conditions that
require the presence of rider throughout the grazing season. Both the compliance issues and the terrain issues identified in the
10-47 DEIS make it clear that this is the only possible solution for the enormous problems associated with this allotment.

Response: See response to 10-12 above. Administrative process will be followed for incidents of noncompliance
consistent with the current Permit Administration Handbook and Forest Supplements.

Comment: While the DEIS does identify what range infrastructure developments are present on each allotment, the DEIS fails
to identify the specific locations of these items in it's analysis. Additionally, there is no information in the DEIS about the
condition of the developments, whether they are effectively serving their intended purpose, and if the permittees have been
satisfactorily maintaining the developments. The Forest Service should provide all of this information in the DEIS, The last
10-48 point is particularly important as the record of the permittee in terms of maintaining developments such a water tanks and
fencing has a lot to do with whether the permittee can be reliably counted on to follow other terms and conditions of the permit.

Response: See response to 10-47 above. Range improvements are discussed (DEIS, Chapter 2, pgs. 24-30). Maps
are available (DEIS, Appendix Al, Alternative Maps).

Comment: It is very disappointing to see the Forest Service significantly regressing in terms of quantitative measurements of
streams in the project area. The decision to basically abandon guantitative surveys and instead rely on ocular qualitative
assessments demonstrates a lack of accountability as these estimates are neither repeatable or objective. Thus the public has no
way of really knowing what is happening on a particular stream over time and has not data to compare conditions to reference
data.

While we suspect that is largely a function of budget constraints, it is nevertheless a disturbing trend. This problem is further
exacerbated by the high rate of turnover for personnel that conduct these qualitative assessments and therefore no consistency to
establish trend. This point is extremely important due to the fact that the PFC call for each stream will be the only factor that
guides management through AULs. This problem, as discussed about is compounded by the inherent inconsistency of the
qualitative assessments over time.

10-49

Response: The Interim Livestock Grazing Standards and Allowable Use Levels (AULS) (Forest Plan Ch. 3, pg. 25
and 26) would apply except where otherwise noted. The Proposed Action and Alternative 4 consider site specific
AULSs based on stream condition (PFC assessment) but this is not the only metric used to determine AULS.

We agree that PFC has to be supplemented with quantitative assessments to best establish existing condition and trend
metrics. This was completed for the project area and full methodology for this analysis was provided (DEIS, Chapter
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3, page 577).Quantitative data is also considered when available to establish trend in vegetation, soil, hydrologic
function, etc.

The Permit Administration Handbook provides guidance for changing management if future monitoring provides
support due to declining trend or timeframes for improvement not being met (FSH 2209.13, Chapter 10, Section
16.14, pg. 35).

Comment: Additionally, the hydrology analysis in the DEIS are severely lacking in several aspects. The DEIS should provide
the expected Rosgen classification for each stream and the current classification. The provided maps are nearly useless to the
public in terms of being able visit the same sites and see conditions first hand. Maps layers should include the Forest Service

10-50 topos and should identify the coordinates of the survey points.

Response: More specific information regarding inventory and assessment data and locations are available in the
project record. All data was collected spatially and new surveys were monumented so visiting the same sites is
possible.

Comment: The DEIS is very instructive on one particular point which is contained in the aquatics section but it relevant in
terms vegetation, soils, hydrology, etc.
“Even though these species vary regarding their preferred aquatic habitats they are similarly affected by how livestock
management influences ““how fast™ PFC is attained. The faster and more fully this occurs, the greater the benefits for each
of these species. This tendency is also applicable to all other desired aquatic species on the BDNF.”
This is exactly why it is essential for the Forest Service to set specific time frames for the recovery of all riparian and upland
habitats within the project area that are not PFC and are not meeting desired conditions including specific actions that will be
taken if those time frame are not achieved. It is unfortunate that the Forest Service has decided to apply the one-size-fits-all
10-51 approach of AULs based on qualitative assessments of PFC rather than take the time to develop systematic programs to recover
degraded habitat.

Response: See response to 10-5, 10-6, 10-9 & 10-11. The significance of trends and recovery rates has been
considered and is displayed in the analysis of effects, within the FEIS. The purpose and need for this project is to
“Update grazing management and infrastructure on eleven domestic livestock grazing allotments (Seymour, Fishtrap,
Mudd Creek, Pintler Creek, Mussigbrod, Ruby Creek, Dry Creek, Twin Lakes, Monument, Pioneer, and Saginaw) to
comply with applicable Forest Plan direction.”

Comment: The DEIS is largely silent on the subject of monitoring. The DEIS states that for each allotment, there will be
10-52 annual compliance monitoring and long term rangeland monitoring. However, no specifics are given for each allotment. In
terms of annual compliance monitoring, it is necessary for the public to know the Forest Service personnel will be actively
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checking to make sure that AULSs are not exceeded during the grazing season. This is especially important for areas where the
new AULSs are the only design feature that is claimed will have a beneficial impact on degraded habitat and help recover upland
and riparian habitats that are not PFC. It is simply not good enough to learn after the fact that the permittee did not monitor
AULSs closely enough and move the cattle when required. This is a relevant factor that must be analyzed because it is clear from
the reports contained in the DEIS that in most cases the permittees cannot be trusted to comply. In fact, many of the recovery
goals outlined in the DEIS explicitly state that recovery is entirely dependent on the permittees ability to recognize when AULS
are met or exceeded. This factor also furthers the arguments that riders that are instructed by Forest Service personnel on how
to measure AULSs should be included in the mandatory terms and conditions of each permit. At the very least, the Forest Service
should increase the frequency of compliance monitoring in the first several years to make sure that the new AULSs are being
adhered to and are well understood by the permittees.

Response: See response to 10-5, 10-6, 10-9, 10-11 & 10-12. Grazing outside of prescriptions as described in the
Alternatives in Chapter 2 of the DEIS is a compliance issue. Administrative process will be followed for incidents of
noncompliance consistent with the current Permit Administration Handbook and Forest Supplements.

Comment: Unspecified long term monitoring is simply unacceptable. The Forest Service should identify exactly what will be
monitored and when. Additionally, the Forest Service should establish specific recovery goals for each FAR, FAR down and NF
stream, riparian or upland area and explain what actions will be taken if monitoring does not show significant improvement
10-53 consistent with the established time frame and recovery goals.

Response: Our monitoring is completed at the forest level with the return interval of approximately 5 years. Annual
compliance monitoring will be completed by range staff as it relates to AULSs identified in the decision.

Comment: Please provide the following documents:

1. All active grazing permits issued by the Forest Service for the allotments analyzed in the DEIS. (that is, the
permits existing prior to the current NEPA process that seeks to re-issue same).

2. Any documentation (e.g., monitoring, suitability/capability/operability analysis, photos, etc.) and all internal

10-54 communications or communications between Forest Service employees and other agencies or permitees, whether
in the form of memoranda, electronic mail, meeting minutes, handwritten notes, telephone logs, or directives,
related to existing conditions or potential impacts from grazing on the allotments/permits referenced in response
to paragraph 1, supra, including but not limited to all annual operating instructions, documentation of trespassing
livestock, notice of permit violations, and monitoring results that are relevant to the active permit(s).

3. Any Biological Assessments, Biological Opinions or Evaluations conducted by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
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related to species that occur or have potential habitat with the project area.

Response: This information is available in the project record or Range Files at the Wisdom and Wise River Ranger
District Offices.

Letter No. 11 — Foster Land & Cattle

Comment
No. Comment and Response
Comment: We are requesting that our grazing plan for the Dry Creek Allotment remain the same yearly grazing
rotation for the coming year for the following reasons.
1. Because of cross fencing the allotment and the future development of a new spring to hold the cows on the
upper side.
2. Moving our entry date back.
11-1 3. It will provide bettr [sic] salt and range rider placement of the cattle on the allotment.
4. The alarming rate of dying trees is rapidly increasing the amount of sun to soil contact which is growing more
grass.
5. The use of cattle to harvest the forage will help control the forest fire danger.

We believe the allotment is in better shape today than it was 4 years ago and is improving every year.

Response: Your support of the Current Grazing Alternative will be considered during the decision-making process.

Letter No. 12 — Joe Johnson
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Comment: Twin Lakes Allotment — | am pleased how the Forest Service and we have maintained a good
management plan on our allotment. That being said | feel that it should stay as it is. Therefore, I am in favor of
12-1 Alternative 2 (Current Management Alternative).

Response: Your support of the Current Grazing Alternative will be considered during the decision-making process.
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Appendix F- Consultation Summary Sheet For Programmatic Assessment

Administrative Unit: Beaverhead-Deerlodge NF

Contact: Jenna Roose Project Biologist

Date: 8/13/2015

Reviewed by: Art Rohrbacher: Forest Biologist

How Does the Project Meet

Project Name and . . Cumulative . i Determination
Description Species Effects of Action Effects (ESA) Screening Criteria’ of Effects
North West Big Hole . . . Part 1 of the screens has been met by:
Allotment Not all grizzly bears that come in contact with 1. Thearea is in compliance with
Management Plan c_attle make klllg; however, conflicts between access management direction.
livestock and grizzly bears can and do occur, 2. Thearea is under a food storage
i which can result in management actions. order
g:i():vrvlptlon. See These actions include hazing and harassment, 3. The project does not involve
relocation, or euthanization, a direct impact to seeding or planting of grasses,
the species. Future actions in forbs or shrubs that would
the analysis area attract bears into areas where
. . . .. increased mortality risk or
All a_llotments under_ this action include a mcluqle actlv_lty interaction between bears and
grazing system that includes rest for certain associated with people is likely.
pastures each year and additional rest than private property Part 2 of the screens has been met by:
current management. Reducing the area that such as recreation, | e Range - Infrastructure Development:
is grazed by livestock in this allotment may livestock grazing, Project will occur outside of the Spring
Grizzly | reduce the potential for future grizzly ranching activities, Period (April 1-June 1) or completed in NLAA
Bear bear/livestock conflicts in this allotment when firewood cutting less than 1 day in riparian areas; project |*®

compared to not including rest (a time when
livestock is not in certain areas). Presence of
livestock in these allotments exposes grizzly
bears to an unnatural food source and
modifies the habitat that is available to them
in the analysis area. Direct impacts to grizzly
bears could occur if management actions need
to be implemented against nuisance or
habituated bears. The likelihood of this is low
(discountable effects) due to the extensive
history of cattle in this allotment with no
history of bear depredation and grizzly bears
are not known in the action area.

and hunting.
Because grizzly
bears are not
known in this area,
cumulative effects
from these actions
are unlikely

does not result in an increase in user
type; motorized vehicle use occurs on
existing open roads or if on restricted
roads, use does not exceed admin use
levels (6 trips per week or 30 day
window).

Range — Grazing: Maintains or reduces
existing livestock grazing or changes
livestock and no history of depredation
or control actions

Watershed & Habitat restoration — same
as infrastructure and camping limit
Mechanical — Activity occurs outside of
spring period and within 500 meters of
an open or restricted road
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Administrative Unit: Beaverhead-Deerlodge NF

Contact: Jenna Roose Project Biologist

Date: 8/13/2015

Reviewed by: Art Rohrbacher: Forest Biologist

Project Name and
Description

Species

Effects of Action

Cumulative
Effects (ESA)

How Does the Project Meet
Screening Criteria?

Determination
of Effects

Canada
Lynx

The NRLMD FEIS details that direction found
in the Inland Native Fish Strategy (INFISH)
includes requirements for maintaining and
limiting livestock use in riparian areas. The
direction generally provides enough direction to
manage grazing so it does not adversely impact
lynx habitat. Little change would be needed to
meet the standards and guidelines as proposed
in the NRLMD (NRLMD FEIS 2007 Volume
1, p. 227). Many BDNF Forest Plan Aquatic
Goals, Objective and Standards incorporate
INFISH Direction. Compliance with these
standards can be found in the Aquatics report.
Listed below are the NRLMD Objectives and
Guidelines pertaining to Livestock
Management activities (NRLMD ROD 2007).
These objectives and guidelines are intended to
provide direction to manage grazing so it does
not adversely impact lynx habitat.

The proposed action would maintain or
improve trend in species composition on upland
sites and maintain or improve existing
conditions on riparian sites. Improving or
maintaining species composition and shrub
cover would maintain and slightly improve
available lynx foraging habitat and improve
cover in valuable riparian travel corridors in the
allotment which would benefit transient lynx.
This effect is expected to be beneficial however
small as lynx are not known to occupy the
BDNF or the project area.

Future actions in
the analysis area
include activity
associated with
private property
such as recreation,
livestock grazing,
ranching activities,
firewood cutting
and hunting.
Because lynx are
not known in this
area and effects are
not expected,
cumulative effects
from these actions
are unlikely.

Part 1 of the screens has been met by:

Lynx are listed as May be Present

Project is an LAU

Project is in mapped lynx habitat

Project is not a vegetation

management project

Part 2 of the screens has been met by:

e Range — Meets NRLMD
GRAZG1, G2, G3 and G4

o Watershed & Habitat Restoration -
NRLMD standards and guidelines
are met within the respective LAU.

e NLAA
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Administrative Unit: Beaverhead-Deerlodge NF

Contact: Jenna Roose Project Biologist Reviewed by: Art Rohrbacher: Forest Biologist

Date: 8/13/2015

Project Name and Species Effects of Action Cumulative HOWSCDrzgi;[:e cP:rr?g:ﬁ;J)\A eet Determination
Description P Effects (ESA) g ' of Effects
Canada None, no critical habitat on the BDNF None, no critical None, no critical habitat on the BDNF NE
Lynx habitat on the
Critical BDNF
Habitat
Mitigation:

Grizzly Bear - Infrastructure Development and watershed restoration activities:
e Project will occur outside of the Spring Period (April 1-June 1) or completed in less than 1 day in riparian areas; project
does not result in an increase in user type; motorized vehicle use occurs on existing open roads or if on restricted roads, use
does not exceed admin use levels (6 trips per week or 30 day window).
e Day use only or camping of less than 20 individuals and less than 5 days in the analysis area.
e Mechanical — Activity occurs outside of spring period and within 500 meters of an open or restricted road

Additional design criteria are below.

Description of Proposed Action and purpose and need:

The purpose of the North & West Big Hole AMPs Project on the Wisdom & Wise River Ranger Districts of the Beaverhead-Deerlodge
National Forest in Beaverhead and Deer Lodge counties, Montana is to update grazing management and infrastructure on eleven domestic
livestock grazing allotments (Seymour, Fishtrap, Mudd Creek, Pintler Creek, Mussigbrod, Ruby Creek, Dry Creek, Twin Lakes,
Monument, Pioneer, and Saginaw) to comply with the applicable 2009 Beaverhead-Deerlodge Land and Resource Management Plan

(Forest Plan) direction.

F-3




North and West Big Hole AMPs Appendices
Final Environmental Impact Statement

Seymour Allotment
The selected alternative for Seymour Allotment is Alternative 4 with modifications.

The selected alternative will:
e Maintain 3 permittees and nine pastures while following the management agreed in the 2011 CLGMA;

e Grazing use in head months is not to exceed 297 on National Forest System lands;

e 323 cow/calf pairs, with a season of use 6/16-10/5 not to exceed 52 days on NFS lands;

e Implement a rest-rotation grazing system consistent with the 2011 CLGMA;

e Implement Annual Use Levels in a site specific manner, based on PFC rating and trend (FEIS, Table 4);
e No change in miles of fence maintained by permittees;

e Maintain one existing water development and existing miles of pipe;

e Maintain existing exclosures: one campground and one western toad breeding exclosure.

Modification to selected alternative:

e Maintain Tenmile pasture as part of the allotment, utilizing it as a reserve pasture to be used if rest is necessary elsewhere on the
allotment to meet other projects’ resource objectives;

e Maintain avoidance period for westslope cutthroat trout when utilizing Tenmile pasture for other resource benefits.

Fisthtrap Allotment
The selected alternative for Fisthtrap Allotment is the Proposed Action with modifications.

The selected alternative will:
e Maintain 2 permittees and two pastures within the allotment;

e Grazing use in head months is not to exceed 460 on National Forest System lands;
e 152 cow/calf pairs, with a season of use 06/16-09/15;

e Implement a deferred-rotation grazing system;
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e Implement Annual Use Levels in a site specific manner, based on PFC rating and trend;
e No change in miles of fence maintained by permittees.

Modification to selected alternative:

e Incorporate periodic rest in the allotment at an appropriate temporal and spatial scale necessary to address future resource
concerns. This includes, but is not limited to, rest of a riparian area, a pasture, or in extreme cases (i.e. wildfire, drought, etc.), the
entire allotment. Periodic rest could also be implemented as an avoidance period in the event of threatened, endangered or
sensitive fish species establishment or reintroduction into stream systems.

Mudd Creek Allotment
The selected alternative for Mudd Creek Allotment is the Proposed Action with modifications.

The selected alternative will:
e Maintain 1 permittee and one pasture;

e Grazing use in head months is not to exceed 414 on National Forest System lands;

e 137 cow/calf pairs, with a season of use 06/16-09/15;

e Implement a deferred grazing system, where timing of allotment entry changes;

e Implement Annual Use Levels in a site specific manner, based on PFC rating and trend (FEIS, Table 4);
e No change in miles of fence maintained by permittee;

e Maintain one existing water development and existing miles of pipe;

e Construct one new water development using 0.1 mile of new pipe and fencing the spring;

e Maintain existing exclosure.

Modification to selected alternative:

e Incorporate periodic rest in the allotment at an appropriate temporal and spatial scale necessary to address future resource
concerns. This includes, but is not limited to, rest of a riparian area, a pasture, or in extreme cases (i.e. wildfire, drought, etc.), the
entire allotment.

F-5



North and West Big Hole AMPs Appendices
Final Environmental Impact Statement

Pintler Creek Allotment
The selected alternative for Pintler Creek Allotment is Alternative 4 in whole, no modifications.

The selected alternative will:

Maintain 1 permittee and one pasture;

Grazing use in head months is not to exceed 408 on National Forest System lands; 250 cow/calf pairs, with a season of use 06/16-
09/30 not to exceed 49 days on NFS lands;

Implement a deferred-rotation grazing system, incorporating periodic rest as needed across the allotment;

Implement restoration actions in Pintler Meadow and extended rest period to remove potential impacts from livestock grazing to
streambanks. Pintler Meadows would be rested from livestock grazing for 10 years or until desired conditions or resource
objectives are met;

Livestock entry would be deferred every other year until approximately August 1 and a designated “Special Area” in Section 18
would be grazed once every 3 years up to 20 head months or 14 days with variable entry dates.

Implement Annual Use Levels in a site specific manner, based on PFC rating and trend (FEIS, Table 4);
Construction and maintenance of 0.3 miles of fence new fence for allotment management;

Maintain three existing water development and existing miles of pipe;

Construct one new water development with up to 0.1 mile of new pipe and a spring protection fence;

Maintain existing exclosures; one campground and two permanent exclosures.

Mussigbrod Allotment
The selected alternative for the Mussigbrod Allotment is the Proposed Action with modifications.

The selected alternative will:

Maintain 1 permittee and two pastures with BLM as partners in management;
Grazing use in head months is not to exceed 325;
165 cow/calf pairs, with a season of use 07/01-09/30 not to exceed 59 days;

Implement a rest-rotation grazing system;
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Implement Annual Use Levels in a site specific manner, based on PFC rating and trend (FEIS, Table 4);
Construction of 1.1 miles of new fence maintained by permittee;

Maintain 12.7 miles of existing fence;

Maintain five existing water development and 0.5 existing miles of pipe;

Construct one new water development with up to 0.1 mile new pipe and a spring protection fence;

Convert two temporary exclosures to permanent; two exclosures for allotment management

Modification to selected alternative:

Implement restoration actions in Bender exclosure and extended rest period to remove potential impacts from livestock grazing to
streambanks. Bender exclosure would be rested from livestock grazing for 10 years or until desired conditions or resource
objectives are met;

Ruby Creek Allotment- Horse
The selected alternative for the Ruby Creek Allotment horse portion is Alternative 4 in whole, no modifications.

The selected alternative will:

Maintain 1 permittee and 1 pasture for horse use;

Grazing use in head months is not to exceed 72;

28 horses, with a season of use 07/01-09/15;

Implement a rest-rotation grazing system: resting Butler Pasture one in three years;

Implement Annual Use Levels in a site specific manner, based on PFC rating and trend (FEIS, Table 4);
No change in miles of fence maintained by permittee;

Maintain one existing water development and existing miles of pipe.

Ruby Creek Allotment- Cattle
The selected alternative for Ruby Creek Allotment cattle portion is Alternative 4 in whole, no modifications.

The selected alternative will:
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Maintain 1 permittee and three pastures for cattle;

Grazing use in head months is not to exceed 613;

283 cow/calf pairs, with a season of use 07/01-09/30;

Implement a deferred-rotation grazing system with periodic rest incorporated,

Entry into Cow Creek Pasture deferred until August 1 every other year;

Implement Annual Use Levels in a site specific manner, based on PFC rating and trend (FEIS, Table 4);
Construct and maintain 0.1 miles of fence in Cow Creek Pasture;

Maintain four existing exclosures;

Construct three hardened crossings.

Dry Creek Allotment
The selected alternative for Dry Creek Allotment is the Proposed Action in whole, no modifications.

The selected alternative will:

Maintain 1 permittee and two pastures comanaged with BLM;

Grazing use in head months is not to exceed 222;

150 cow/calf pairs, with a season of use 08/10-09/23;

Implement a rest-rotation grazing system;

Implement Annual Use Levels in a site specific manner, based on PFC rating and trend;
No change in miles of fence maintained by permittees;

Maintain one existing water development and existing miles of pipe;

Maintain existing exclosure: one campground.
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Twin Lakes Allotment
The selected alternative for both portions of Twin Lakes Allotment is the Proposed Action in whole, no modifications.

The selected alternative will:

Maintain 2 permittees and four pastures;

Grazing use in head months is not to exceed 249 for Upper & Lower Big Lake and 360 for Upper & Lower Little Lake;
166 cow/calf pairs for Upper & Lower Big Lake, with a season of use 07/15-09/12 not to exceed 45 days on NFS lands;
174 cow/calf pairs for Upper & Lower Little Lake with a season of use 07/10-09/10;

Implement a rest-rotation grazing system for both permits;

Implement Annual Use Levels in a site specific manner, based on PFC rating and trend;

No change in miles of fence maintained by permittees.

Monument Allotment
The selected alternative for Monument Allotment is the Proposed Action with modifications.

The selected alternative will:

Maintain 1 permittee and two pastures;

Grazing use in head months is not to exceed 868 on National Forest System lands;

300 cow/calf pairs, with a season of 07/20-10/15;

Implement a deferred-rotation grazing system;

Implement Annual Use Levels in a site specific manner, based on PFC rating and trend;
No change in miles of fence maintained by permittees;

Maintain existing exclosure: one campground.

Modification to selected alternative:
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e Incorporate periodic rest in the allotment at an appropriate temporal and spatial scale necessary to address future resource
concerns. This includes, but is not limited to, rest of a riparian area, a pasture, or in extreme cases (i.e. wildfire, drought, etc.), the
entire allotment.

Pioneer Allotment
The selected alternative for Pioneer Allotment is the Proposed Action with modifications.

The selected alternative will:
e Maintain 1 permittee and three pastures;

e Grazing use in head months is not to exceed 542 on National Forest System lands;

e 250 cow/calf pairs, with a season of use 07/07-09/10;

e Implement a deferred-rotation grazing system;

e Implement Annual Use Levels in a site specific manner, based on PFC rating and trend;
e No change in miles of fence maintained by permittees;

e Maintain existing exclosure: one campground.

Modification to selected alternative:

e Incorporate periodic rest in the allotment at an appropriate temporal and spatial scale necessary to address future resource
concerns. This includes, but is not limited to, rest of a riparian area, a pasture, or in extreme cases (i.e. wildfire, drought, etc.), the
entire allotment.

Saginaw Allotment
The selected alternative for Saginaw Allotment is the Proposed Action with modifications.

The selected alternative will:
e Maintain 2 permittees and four pastures;

e Grazing use in head months is not to exceed 690;
e 300cow/calf pairs, with a season of use 07/10-09/17,

e Implement a rest-rotation grazing system;
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e Implement Annual Use Levels in a site specific manner, based on PFC rating and trend;
e No change in miles of fence maintained by permittees;
e Maintain six existing water developments and 0.6 existing miles of pipe.

Modification to selected alternative:
e Implement avoidance period for westslope cutthroat trout in Pasture 4.

Mitigations and Monitoring

All Allotments

Range

As identified in 36 CFR 222.4, permittees would have one year to comply with proposed modifications.

All existing structural improvements would continue to be maintained at a level that serves their intended purposes. This could include but
is not limited to:

Cleaning and splicing pipeline to maintain water at troughs;

Maintaining troughs, support structures and all associated plumbing;

Maintain overflow and shutoff valves;

Maintain wildlife escape ramps in all troughs;

Maintain or reconstruct fences to specifications.

When any one of the Allowable Use Level metrics is reached, livestock would be moved.

Upland Allowable Use Levels (AULSs) are as follows for all allotments:
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Upland

Deferred or Rest Rotation Area and Key Species
Parameters
- ————— — |
Upland < 55% of forage utilized on suitable Suitable range, ldaho fescue,
Range range on 85% of the area. < 65% bluebunch wheatgrass, rough fescue,
Utilization utilization on remaining 15%. or other species deemed appropriate

Invasive Plants

All heavy equipment for use in restoration activities or structural improvement implementation or reconstruction will have an
undercarriage wash and inspection prior to entering National Forest System Lands to reduce the spread of invasive plants.

All livestock feed brought onto National Forest System Lands will be certified noxious weed-free.

Continued monitoring and treatment will occur as long as necessary to ensure that existing infestations do not expand and new infestations
are identified and treated.

Soils

The date livestock are authorized to enter the allotment could be adjusted to assure vegetative development and soil conditions are
adequate prior to livestock grazing. Actual on or off dates would continue to be adjusted on an annual basis to provide for range readiness
or to mitigate prior season grazing effects, current season forage production, weather, or other conditions when necessary.

Hydrology & Aquatics

Allowable use levels for grazing in riparian areas were developed based on current stream condition (Proper Functioning Condition).
These AULs will be used for all riparian area grazing on the 11 allotments in this decision. Additional mitigations for hydrologic and
aquatic species concerns are implemented on a site specific basis below.
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Riparian
Parameter

PFC or F-A-R?" with a static or
upward trend

< 45% of forage utilized on

F-A-R with a
downward trend

< 40% of forage
utilized on suitable

Non-Functioning

< 35% of forage utilized
on suitable range on

Disturbance

Forage suitable range on 85% of the range on 85% of the | 85% of the area. Allow
Utilization area. Allow no more than 65% | area. Allow no more | no more than 50%
utilization on remaining 15%. | than 55% utilization | utilization on remaining
on remaining 15%. 15%
Stream
bank < 30% < 25% 20 — 25%

leave 4-6" on green

leave 4-6" on green

n H >
Stu_bble Ie"qve 4" on green line and line and = 4" in line and = 4" in
Height 3" in floodplains . .
floodplains floodplains
Woody Move cattle at shift in Move cgttle at shift in Move cattle at shift in
Browse ; vegetation :
Utilization2® vegetation preference preference vegetation preference

Heritage

Any surface disturbing activities (i.e. water developments, livestock management facilities, etc.) associated with the implementation of
AMPs are subject to compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA and would require intensive cultural resources inventory (Class 1) prior
to implementation. The identification and avoidance of cultural resources by project abandonment or redesign would mitigate any direct
impacts from project implementation as protection measures and would be added to all appropriate surface disturbing actions.

Should cultural resources be identified during the course of project implementation, operations will cease and the South Zone
Archaeologist notified to complete resource documentation and evaluation for eligibility.

Cultural resources awareness and protection language will be appended to each grazing permit.

2 F-A-R = Functioning-At-Risk
28 \Woody browse AULs also apply to riparian and upland woody species, including aspen.
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Mitigation measures would ensure cultural resources are not impacted by livestock grazing and connected activities (structural
improvements, salting, etc.). If there is potential to affect a cultural site, additional mitigation measures would be developed prior to
project implementation in consultation with MT State Historic Preservation Office.

Transportation

Administrative use and permittee use during project implementation would be authorized through a permit on routes with travel
restrictions identified on the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest Map (2013) and the Beaverhead-Deerlodge Forest Plan Record of
Decision Il Addendum to Travel Route. Travel during restricted periods could be authorized on a case by case basis for permit
administration by the authorizing official (District Ranger).

Monitoring to ensure that livestock grazing and associated activities do not cause damage to the road system or resource damage does not
occur during times of permitted use of existing routes for permit administration.

Wildlife

Existing water tanks without wildlife escape ramps would be retro-fitted to meet requirements.

Infrastructure development, watershed restoration and habitat restoration projects will occur outside of the Spring Period (April 1-June 1)
or completed in less than 1 day in riparian areas; project does not result in an increase in user type; motorized vehicle use occurs on
existing open roads or if on restricted roads, use does not exceed admin use levels (6 trips per week or 30 day window). Day use only or
camping of less than 20 individuals and less than 5 days in the analysis area

Mechanical Equipment - Activity occurs outside of spring period (April 1-June 1) and within 500 meters of an open or restricted road

Sensitive Plants

All new range structural improvements will be designed to avoid or reduce impacts to known sensitive plant populations and could
include but is not limited to:

Construction of riparian or spring exclosure fences to include plant populations;

Placement of water troughs 200 feet or greater from known populations;

Route water pipe around known populations.

Sensitive plant population protection measures would be added to all appropriate surface disturbing actions.

No herbicide will be applied directly on sensitive plants during spot applications and a 100 foot buffer will be employed around known
populations of sensitive plants during broadcast applications (including aerial). All aerial treatment areas will be surveyed for sensitive
plants prior to initial spraying.
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Allotment Specific

Seymour Allotment
Monitor livestock and wildlife use to evaluate mutual benefits and/or problems.

Fishtrap Allotment

New water developments would be spring developments with head boxes, <300 feet of piping for gravity feed to a water tank with posts
and rails around the tank for protection and stabilization, and <0.1 mile of fencing around the spring to exclude livestock from the spring
source. Tanks would include escape ramps and a mechanism, such as a float or shut-off valve, controlling water flow to reduce potential
impacts to sage-grouse and other birds (USDA FS 2012).

New spring water developments in sage grouse habitat would be designed to maintain free water and wet meadows and include escape
ramps and a mechanism, such as a float or shut-off valve, controlling water flow in tanks and troughs to reduce potential impacts to sage
grouse and other birds (USDA FS 2012).

Mudd Creek Allotment

New water developments would use non-reflective and earth-tone color materials in construction and installation. Darker, earth-tone
fiberglass tanks are recommended to reduce color contrast with the surrounding environment.

New water developments would be spring developments with head boxes, <300 feet of piping for gravity feed to a water tank with posts
and rails around the tank for protection and stabilization, and <0.1 mile of fencing around the spring to exclude livestock from the spring
source. Tanks would include escape ramps and a mechanism, such as a float or shut-off valve, controlling water flow to reduce potential
impacts to sage-grouse and other birds (USDA FS 2012).

New spring water developments in sage grouse habitat would be designed to maintain free water and wet meadows and include escape
ramps and a mechanism, such as a float or shut-off valve, controlling water flow in tanks and troughs to reduce potential impacts to sage-
grouse and other birds (USDA FS 2012).

Monitor effectiveness of mitigation/design features for water developments within one year of construction.

Pintler Creek Allotment

To remove potential impacts from livestock grazing to streambanks during stream restoration action, Pintler Meadows would be rested
from livestock grazing for 10 years or until desired conditions or restoration resource objectives are met.

Cut/clip 500-1,000 willow cuttings from various nearby streams and plant willows along 1,000 feet of stream.

Seed with native plants in areas above bank full as needed along the 1,000 feet of stream.

In accordance with minimum tools assessment, only hand or primitive (horse drawn) tools would be used in Pintler Meadows.
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New drift fence would be log worm fence with 3 logs per panel, 16 feet long, and greater than 12 inches dbh (diameter at breast height)
for a distance of 1,584 to 4,805 feet. Fence specifications outlined in Forest Service GTR 2400-Range 8824 2803 (USFS 1988) would be
followed.

Avoid creating openings or damaging remaining trees when removing trees for fencing to minimize visible changes to the remaining
stand.

Scatter limbs and tops so as not to be evident as slash. Distributing this material throughout the area would reduce the overall effect of the
activity.

Cover stumps of cut trees with soil/duff to reduce contrast with the surrounding area.

New water developments would be spring developments with head boxes, <300 feet of piping for gravity feed to a water tank with posts
and rails around the tank for protection and stabilization, and <0.1 mile of fencing around the spring to exclude livestock from the spring
source. Tanks would include escape ramps and a mechanism, such as a float or shut-off valve, controlling water flow to reduce potential
impacts to sage-grouse and other birds (USDA FS 2012).

New spring water developments in sage grouse habitat would be designed to maintain free water and wet meadows and include escape
ramps and a mechanism, such as a float or shut-off valve, controlling water flow in tanks and troughs to reduce potential impacts to sage-
grouse and other birds (USDA FS 2012).

Monitor effectiveness of mitigation/design features for slash disposal and stumps within one year of tree removal.

Mussigbrod Allotment

To remove potential impacts from livestock grazing to streambanks during stream restoration action, Bender Exclosure would be rested
from livestock grazing for 10 years or until desired conditions or restoration resource objectives are met.

Cut/clip 500-1,000 willow cuttings from various nearby streams and plant willows along 1,000 feet of stream.

Seed with native plants in areas above bank full as needed along the 1,000 feet of stream.

Install grade control structures (i.e., native boulder/log weirs) using heavy equipment. Use local materials within ¥ mile of the site in
Bender Pasture as applicable along the 1,000 feet of stream during low water period. Grade control structures would be placed to stop
current headcutting, recover vertical stability of the channel and reconnect historic floodplain.

Obtain applicable permits from Montana Department of Environmental Quality to work in the stream and modify the stream bank in
Bender pasture.

Conversion of the temporary fence to a permanent fence would be log worm fences with 3 logs per panel, 16 feet long, and greater than
12 inches dbh (diameter at breast height) for a distance of 1,584 to 4,805 feet. Fence specifications outlined in Forest Service GTR 2400-
Range 8824 2803 (USFS 1988) would be followed.

Select trees to be cut such that the effects of removal and removal of limbs and tops would not be visible from identified CL1 and 2
viewing platforms.
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New water developments would use non-reflective and earth-tone color materials in construction and installation. Darker, earth-tone
fiberglass tanks are recommended to reduce color contrast with the surrounding environment.

New water developments would be spring developments with head boxes, <300 feet of piping for gravity feed to a water tank with posts
and rails around the tank for protection and stabilization, and <0.1 mile of fencing around the spring to exclude livestock from the spring
source. Tanks would include escape ramps and a mechanism, such as a float or shut-off valve, controlling water flow to reduce potential
impacts to sage-grouse and other birds (USDA FS 2012).

New spring water developments in sage grouse habitat would be designed to maintain free water and wet meadows and include escape
ramps and a mechanism, such as a float or shut-off valve, controlling water flow in tanks and troughs to reduce potential impacts to sage-
grouse and other birds (USDA FS 2012).

Monitor effectiveness of mitigation/design features for water developments within one year of construction.

Monitor effectiveness of mitigation/design features for slash disposal and stumps within one year of tree removal.

Ruby Creek Allotment

Evaluate and document potential impacts to Pioneer Town Site every two years. Continual monitoring would allow for consistent
condition assessments to indicate whether continued livestock management on the Ruby Creek allotment is having any impact on the site.
New water developments would be spring developments with head boxes, <300 feet of piping for gravity feed to a water tank with posts
and rails around the tank for protection and stabilization, and <0.1 mile of fencing around the spring to exclude livestock from the spring
source. Tanks would include escape ramps and a mechanism, such as a float or shut-off valve, controlling water flow to reduce potential
impacts to sage-grouse and other birds (USDA FS 2012).

New spring water developments in sage grouse habitat would be designed to maintain free water and wet meadows and include escape
ramps and a mechanism, such as a float or shut-off valve, controlling water flow in tanks and troughs to reduce potential impacts to sage-
grouse and other birds (USDA FS 2012).

Dry Creek Allotment

New water developments would be spring developments with head boxes, <300 feet of piping for gravity feed to a water tank with posts
and rails around the tank for protection and stabilization, and <0.1 mile of fencing around the spring to exclude livestock from the spring
source. Tanks would include escape ramps and a mechanism, such as a float or shut-off valve, controlling water flow to reduce potential
impacts to sage-grouse and other birds (USDA FS 2012).

New spring water developments in sage grouse habitat would be designed to maintain free water and wet meadows and include escape
ramps and a mechanism, such as a float or shut-off valve, controlling water flow in tanks and troughs to reduce potential impacts to sage-
grouse and other birds (USDA FS 2012).
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Twin Lakes Allotment

New water developments would be spring developments with head boxes, <300 feet of piping for gravity feed to a water tank with posts
and rails around the tank for protection and stabilization, and <0.1 mile of fencing around the spring to exclude livestock from the spring
source. Tanks would include escape ramps and a mechanism, such as a float or shut-off valve, controlling water flow to reduce potential
impacts to sage-grouse and other birds (USDA FS 2012).

New spring water developments in sage grouse habitat would be designed to maintain free water and wet meadows and include escape
ramps and a mechanism, such as a float or shut-off valve, controlling water flow in tanks and troughs to reduce potential impacts to sage-
grouse and other birds (USDA FS 2012).

Monument Allotment

New water developments would be spring developments with head boxes, <300 feet of piping for gravity feed to a water tank with posts
and rails around the tank for protection and stabilization, and <0.1 mile of fencing around the spring to exclude livestock from the spring
source. Tanks would include escape ramps and a mechanism, such as a float or shut-off valve, controlling water flow to reduce potential
impacts to sage-grouse and other birds (USDA FS 2012).

New spring water developments in sage grouse habitat would be designed to maintain free water and wet meadows and include escape
ramps and a mechanism, such as a float or shut-off valve, controlling water flow in tanks and troughs to reduce potential impacts to sage-
grouse and other birds (USDA FS 2012).

Pioneer Allotment

New water developments would be spring developments with head boxes, <300 feet of piping for gravity feed to a water tank with posts
and rails around the tank for protection and stabilization, and <0.1 mile of fencing around the spring to exclude livestock from the spring
source. Tanks would include escape ramps and a mechanism, such as a float or shut-off valve, controlling water flow to reduce potential
impacts to sage-grouse and other birds (USDA FS 2012).

New spring water developments in sage grouse habitat would be designed to maintain free water and wet meadows and include escape
ramps and a mechanism, such as a float or shut-off valve, controlling water flow in tanks and troughs to reduce potential impacts to sage-
grouse and other birds (USDA FS 2012).

Saginaw Allotment

New water developments would be spring developments with head boxes, <300 feet of piping for gravity feed to a water tank with posts
and rails around the tank for protection and stabilization, and <0.1 mile of fencing around the spring to exclude livestock from the spring
source. Tanks would include escape ramps and a mechanism, such as a float or shut-off valve, controlling water flow to reduce potential
impacts to sage-grouse and other birds (USDA FS 2012).
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New spring water developments in sage grouse habitat would be designed to maintain free water and wet meadows and include escape
ramps and a mechanism, such as a float or shut-off valve, controlling water flow in tanks and troughs to reduce potential impacts to sage-
grouse and other birds (USDA FS 2012).
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